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Dear Mr, Chairman:

This is our report on improvements needed in Federal
efforts to implement the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969. Our review was undertaken pursuant to your request
of May 18, 1971,

As agreed with your office, our views on the adequacy of
selected environmental impact statements which you requested
will be forwarded to you later,

We plan to make no further distribution of this report
unless copies are specifically requested, and then we shall
make distribution only after your agreement has been obtained
or public announcement has been made by you concerning the
contents of the report,

Sincerely yours,
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IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN FEDERAL
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AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITTREE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES POLICY ACT OF 1969 B-170186
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DIGEST
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" WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (Pub. L. 91-190) re-
quires all agencies of the Federal Government to prepare detailed environ-
mental impact statements on proposals for legislation and other major ac-
tions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.

¢ The Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild1ife Conservation, House
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, requested the General Accounting
Office (GAO) to determine whether the section 102 requirement was being im-
plemented uniformly and systematically. GAO was requested to consider such
matters as the: (1) uses of environmental impact statements as decision-
making tools, (2) agenc1es views on actions not requiring the statements,
(3) adequacy of agency procedures as means of developing effective pubtic
part1c1pat1on and (4) coordination of State and Federal agencies in review-
ing and commenting on the statements.

The agencies selected for review were the:

~--Corps of Eng1neers (Civil Functions), Department of the Army. LR
'wd(

--Forest and Soil Conservation Services, Department of Agriculture. Sk 2L

-~-Department of Housing and Urban Development. 93

~--Bureau of Rec]amation, Department of the Interior, 74
3. 63
~--Federal Av1at1on and Federal Highway Administrations, Department of
Transportation. .
v

In addition, GAQ considered the roles of the Council on Environmental Quality,
the Env1ronmenta1 Protection Agency, (EPA) and the Office of Management and 24
Budget ™ (OMB) iR providing Guidancéé and assistance to the seven agencies.

o 27
s

FIVDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Federal agencies are beginning to include in their daily processes careful
considerations of the environmental impact of their actions. However, the

riquirements of section 102 are not being carried out uniformly and system-
atically,

Toar Sheet 1




Improvements are needed in the following areas.

Frvironmental impact statements as
cntegral parts of decistionmaking processes

flost of the seven agencies did not

--complete environmental impact statements in time to accompany proposals
through all agency levels of review,

--complete the statements in time for them to be used in the early stages
of decisionmaking, and

--review effectively the results of plans to ensure that the environment
is protected as anticipated. (See pp. 13 to 21.)

Actions requiring environmental
tmpact statements and range of
impacte should be defined

The seven agencies adopted a variety of approaches for preparing environmen-
tal impact statements on all major Federal actions significantly affecting

the quality of the human environment.

Their approaches did not appear to be useful as guidelines for officials in
defining the actions for which the statements were required or in determining
the range of environmental impacts to be considered. (See pp. 22 to 32.)

Little guidance was provided to the agencies on the range of impacts to be

considered in environmental impact statements. Although the Council's guide-
Tines to the agencies for preparing the statements use "primary" and "second-
ary" to indicate the range of impacts to consider, its guidelines do not de-

fine these terms.

Similarly none of the agencies defined these terms in their procedures for
preparing the statements. An understanding of the meaning of these terms is
necessary to recognize the full range of impacts and alternatives that shoul:
be considered in any environmental impact statement. (See p.28.)

Although some individual agencies have attempted to develop methods and pro-

cedures for ensuring that "*** presently unquantified environmental amenitie’ |

and values may be given appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along
with economic and technical considerations," little progress had been made.

Team efforts by all Federal agencies under the leadership of the Council are
necessary to successfully meet this requirement of the act. (See p. 30.)

Public participation should be given
greater emphasis

The seven agencies have recognized the need for public participation, but
their procedures vary significantly in the use of mailing 1ists, news medis.
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and public hearings. Also their efforts to achieve public participation
seem less than intended by the act and the Council's guidelines.

Agencies need to take an active role in public meetings, use environmental
impact statements as an integral part of the meetings, and, perhaps most im-
portant, experiment with innovative concepts for improving communications
with the public on environmental impacts. (See pp. 33 to 36.)

Further guidance needed for obtaining views
of Federal, State, and local agencies

The seven agencies had established some procedures for obtaining views and
comments from other Federal, State, and local agencies on proposed actions,
as required. Elements of a systematic approach for identifving and obtain-
ing environmental expertise, however, were lacking in most agency procedures.
(See pp. 37 to 40.)

Council on Evvirowmental Quality should
do more toward iriproving agency procedurzs

In helping agencies to resolve issues, the Council generally has adopted an
advisory approach, communicating its views informally on both environmental
statements and procedures and relying upon the agencies to resolve any issues
raised.

GAQ believes that the Council should do more toward reviewing agency proce-

dures and providing the agencies with specific advice and formal guidance so
that problems in agency procedures are adequately and timely resolved. (See
pp. 41 to 47.) 4

EPA slow in meeting its responsibilities

EPA had not met its legislative responsibilities on a timely basis

--to make public its comments on agency environmental impact statements
and

--to review and comment in writing on proposed Federal agency procedures
for preparing the statements.

If EPA made a vigorous effort to meet these responsibilities, the Council
would be in a better position to direct its efforts toward the overall pro-
cedural and policy matters confronting the agencies.

EPA has raised questions regarding the adequacy of environmental impact
statements. Generally, however, it has not issued instructions setting
forth the type of information needed to assess environmental impacts ade-
quately. (See pp. 48 to 50.) .
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OMB should require envirowmental impact
statements for legislative clearance

Section 102 requires Federal agencies to include environmental impact state-
ments in every recommendation or report on proposals for legislation signif-
icantly affecting the environment. GAO found that only a limited number of
the statements had been so prepared and that OMB was not requiring the Fed-
eral agencies to furnish the statements as a prerequisite for its legisla-
tive clearance, except for water resources projects. OMB's legislative
clearance process is a satisfactory mechanism for ensuring Federal agency
compliance with this requirement of the act. Under current OMB procedures,
however, agencies have little incentive to prepare the statements in order
to receive OMB's legislative clearance. (See pp. 51 to 55.)

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS TO AGENCIES

Federal agencies should consider the matters discussed in this report and
revise their procedures for preparing and processing environmental impact
statements so that:

--the statements are available at all levels of review and at the earlijest
stages of decisionmaking;

--environmental protection plans are effective and actually materialize;

--actions requiring statements are defined and ranges of environmental im-
pacts are determined;

--public views are properly solicited, considered, and evaluated; and,

--environmental expertise available in other agencies is identified and
obtained. (See p. 40.)

The Council on Environmental Quality should provide Federal agencies with
more guidance and assistance in developing procedures for preparing envi-
ronmental impact statements so that an appropriate and careful consideration
of environmental aspects of proposed actions will be built into agency de-
cisionmaking processes.

EPA should make a vigorous effort to review and comment on environmental im-
pact statements and the procedures for preparing those statements and should
instruct Federal agencies about the type of information required to ade-
quately assess environmental impacts.

OMB should require Federal agencies to furnish environmental impact state-
ments containing, at least, the comments of all appropriate Federal agencies
prior to giving its clearance on legislative proposals. (See p. 55.)
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AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The agencies generally agreed that improvements were needed in implementing
the act and that the findings and conclusions presented in this report
should be helpful in refining agency procedures. Three of the seven
agencies--the Corps of Engineers, the Forest Service, and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service--disagreed that completed environmental impact statements
should accompany proposals through all existing levels of review. GAO be-
lieves that, if this requirement is met before initial review and approval
of a proposal, an agency is more apt to consider environmental information
objectively and fully. Specific comments of each-agency are attached as
appendixes II through IX. (See pp. 56 to 58 and pp. 61 to 81.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

The Chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild-
life Conservation, House Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, in a letter dated May 18, 1971 (see app. I), re-
quested that the General Accounting Office evaluate the
implementation of section 102 of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (Pub. L. 91-190), hereinafter referred
to as the act, to determine whether such implementation was
uniformly and systematically in accordance with applicable
legislation, This section requires the preparation of en-
vironmental impact statements on legislative proposals and
other major Federal actions significantly affecting the
quality of the human enviromment.

The Chairman requested also that GAO compare procedures
and practices of several agencies, giving due consideration
to such matters as (1) uses of envirommental impact state=
ments as decisionmaking tools, (2) agencies' views on ac-
tions not requiring the statements, (3) adequacy of agency
procedures as means of developing effective public partici-
pation, and (4) coordination of State and Federal agencies
in reviewing and commenting on the statements.

In addition, the Subcommittee asked that GAO consider
the roles of the Council on Environmental Quality and the
Office of Management and Budget in providing guidance and
assistance to the agencies,

The selection of Federal agencies and their programs
for review and the objectives and scope of our audit were
determined through consultation with the Subcommittee and
the Congressional Research Service and through considera-
tion of the report of the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries on the administration of the act (H. Rept. 92-316,
June 29, 1971).

g ~
g

The agencies selected for review were the:

Corps of Engineers (Civil Functions), Department
of the Army.




Forest Service and Soil Conservation Service
(SCS), Department of Agriculture.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD).

Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior.

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Department of

Transportation,

We also examined into the role of the Envirommental
Protection Agency because, in addition to the Council and
OMB, EPA has certain responsibilities for implementing the

aCt . - :

Our audit generally was limited to reviews and compari-
sons of prescribed management procedures and did not in-
clude application of the procedures. 1In conducting the re-
view, we ‘

~-examined written guidelines and procedures for pre-
paring and processing environmental statements;

~-interviewed officials of the Council, EPA, OMB, se-
lected Federal agencies, and State and local agencies
that share environmental impact statement preparation
responsibilities; and

~-inspected some records and reports.,

The agencies and programs selected for audit and their
locations are shown in appendix X. Fieldwork was concen-
trated at one location of each agency. Limited fieldwork
was done at additional field and headquarters offices on
matters we believed to be particularly significant. The
information contained in this report may not necessarily
be representative of agency programs or offices that we did
not select for audit.
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NATTONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 was en-
acted on January 1, 1970. The purposes of the act are: to
declare a national policy which will encourage productive
and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment, to
promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to
the environment and biosphere and will stimulate the health
and welfare of man, to enrich the understanding of the eco-
logical systems and natural resources important to the Na-
tion, and to establish the Council on Environmental Quality.

In preparing the envirommental impact statements re-
quired by section 102 of the act, agencies are to consider

--the envirommental impact of the proposed action,

~~any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposal be implemented,

--alternatives to the proposed action,

--the relationship between local short-term uses of
man's environment and the maintenance and enhance-
ment of long-term productivity, and

--any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of re-
sources involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented. .

Prior to preparing statements on proposals, Federal
agencies are required to consult with, and obtain the com-
ments of, any other Federal agency which has jurisdiction,
by law or special expertise, with respect to any environ-
mental impact involved. Copies of the statements and the
comments and views of the appropriate Federal, State, and
local agencies that are authorized to develop and enforce
environmental standards are to be made available to the
President, the Council, and the public, as provided by sec-
tion 552, Title 5, United States Code, and shall accompany
the proposals through the existing agency review processes.




ROLES OF THE COUNCIL, EPA, AND OMB

The Council and OMB--agencies in the Executive Office
of the President-~have certain direct or implied responsi-
bilities for implementing the act. EPA is an independent
Federal agency having responsibility for various pollution
control programs and certain responsibilities for imple-

menting the act.

The Council, which was created on January 1, 1970, is
responsible for providing policy advice and guidance on
Federal activities affecting the enviromment, assisting in
the coordination of these activities, and overseeing the
implementation of the act by Federal agencies. Executive
Order No. 11514, dated March 5, 1970, outlines the Council's
responsibilities and requires it to issue guidelines to
Federal agencies for the preparation of environmental im-

pact statements.

EPA is resonsible for administering various Federal
programs affecting the enviromment. These programs cover
air and water pollution control, solid waste management,
pesticide regulation, and radiation standards, EPA is re-
quired to prepare environmental impact statements on its
own actions which have an effect on the environment and,
because of its environmental expertise, to review and com-
ment on statements prepared by other agencies.

Although OMB has no statutory requirements to assume
any role concerning implementation of section 102 of the
act, it has overall responsibility under Executive Order
No. 11541, dated July 1, 1970, for improving the management
of Federal programs. In addition, the Council's guidelines
state that OMB will issue instructions to the agencies on
how the section 102 procedure fits into OMB's legislative
clearance process.

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries' report
on the administration of the act contains information on
the activities of the Council and OMB prior to the issuance
>f the Council's April 1971 guidelines to Federal agencies
on the preparation of environmental impact statements. The
report contains also certain recommendations on actions to
>e taken hy both these agencies in managing the implementa-
:ion of section 102 of the act.
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Our review was directed toward the activities of these
agencies after issuance of the Committee's reports.

ROLES OF FEDERAL AGENCIES"'h

Responsibility for implementing section 102 of the act
rests with each Federal agency.

The Council's guidelines require each agency to de-
velop formal procedures for implementing section 102 of the
act and to designate officials to prepare environmental im-
pact statements. Each of the agencies included in our re-
view has defined the responsibilities of its organizational
levels and issued procedures for preparing and processing
the statements in accordance with the Council's guidelines
Agencies delegate varying degrees of responsibility for
statement preparation to field levels, and some delegate
responsibility to non-Federal sponsors of proposed actions.
The agencies' procedures for preparing the statements are
continually changing. The following table shows the status
of the development of procedures considered in our review.

Status of Date

procedures issued
Bureau of Reclamation Draft Oct, 1971
Corps of Engineers " May 1971a
FAA Final Dec, 1970
FHWA n Aug, 1971
Forest Service " July 1971
HUD Draft July 1971
SCs Final Nov, 1971

8The December 1970 procedure issued by FAA's Airports Ser-
vice Division concerned only airport development actions,
FAA is issuing an agencywide procedure which will apply to
all of their actions significantly affecting the environ-
ment,

All the agency field offices we visited, except HUD's
Region VI offices, were following the latest procedures es-

tablished by the agency for preparing environmental impact
statements, At the time of our review, four of the five

11
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area offices in Region VI were following procedures based
upon a HUD instruction issued in January 1971.

On March 21, 1972, HUD instructed Region VI and its
area offices to conform their procedures to the July 1971
guidelines.

12




CHAPTER 2

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN AGENCY PROCEDURES

FOR PREPARING AND PROCESSING

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

Federal agencies are beginning to include in their
daily processes careful considerations of the environmental
impact of major Federal actions. We believe, however, that
the requirements of section 102 of the act are not being im-
plemented in a uniform and systematic manner and that im-
provements are needed in agency procedures for preparing and
processing environmental impact statements in the following
areas. -

--Using environmental impact statements in the deci-
sionmaking process.

--Defining actions requiring the statements and deter-
mining the range of environmental impacts to be con-
sidered. ' :

——Developing.édequate methods of obtaining public par-
ticipation.

-~Obtaining views of Federal, State, and local agencies
on the statements.

ENVIRONMENTAL TIMPACT STATEMENTS AS AN
INTEGRAL PART OF DECISTIONMAKING PROCESSES

The act requires that an envirommental impact statement
on a proposal, with related comments of Federal, State, and
local agencies, be made available to the President, the
Council, and the public and '"accompany the proposal through
the existing agency review processes,'" The Council's guide-
lines for implementing the act state that the objective of
this requirement is to build into the agency's decisionmak-
ing process an appropriate and careful consideration of the
environmental impacts of proposed actions., The guidelines
state further that the preparation of the statement is to be

13
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completed as early as feasible in agency decisionmaking and
that agencies are to establish formal procedures for deter-
mining (1) the review level at which statements are to be
available and (2) when the procedures will be applied in the
decisionmaking process. The guidelines also require an
agency to prepare and circulate a draft environmental impact
statement to other agencies for comment and to incorporate
the comments into a final statement to be filed with the
Council and made available to the public.

Our review of the efforts by the seven agencies to in-
corporate these requirements into their decisionmaking pro-
cesses showed that most of the agencies did not (1) complete
their statements in time to accompany proposals through all
agency levels of review, (2) complete the statements in time
for them to be used in the early stages of decisionmaking,
and (3) effectively review the results of plans to ensure
that the environment is protected as anticipated.

Environmental impact statements
should accompany proposals through
all levels of review

The environmental impact statements for most of the
seven agencies are usually prepared in steps as proposals
move up the organizational levels toward the final stages of
review and decisionmaking. As a result a lower level does
not have the benefit of all environmental aspects of a pro-
posal prior to advancing it to the next organizational
level. In some agencies, such as the Bureau of Reclamation
and the Corps, even top officials did not have a completed

statement when reviewing proposals.

Because of the nature of the various programs and the
differences in the organizational structure of the agencies
involved, it was difficult to make exact comparisons in de-
termining the degree of compliance with the Council's guide-
lines. To show the efforts of the seven agencies to use the
environmental impact statement in the decisionmaking process
for selected programs, we prepared detailed flow charts, as
shown in appendix XI. A summary indicating the levels of
review where the preparation of the environmental impact
statements are started and completed by each agency is shown
below,

14
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Bureau of Reclamation

. Bureau regional offices draft environmental impact
statements after they have prepared feasibility reports on

proposed projects and have made proposals to the Commissioner
of the Bureau. Final comments of other agencies are obtained

on the draft statements after the Commissioner has reviewed
the feasibility reports and has made his recommendations to
the Secretary of the Interior, Final environmental impact

statements are then prepared and filed with the Council and
made public before the Secretary recommends the prOJect to

the Congress.

Corps of Engineers

Corps district offices start drafting envirommental im-
pact statements as they prepare their reports on proposed
projects and before district and division offices reach
agreement on the project proposals. Final comments of other
agencies on the draft statements are not obtained until the
Chief of Engineers has reviewed the report and decided what
actions to propose to the Secretary of the Army. Final
statements are then prepared and filed with the Council and
made public before the Secretary recommends the project to
the Congress, '

Federal Aviation Administration

Sponsors of projects normally are required to submit
preliminary environmental impact statements concurrently
with proposals to FAA district offices. Final comments of
other agencies on the draft statements are not obtained un-
til the district offices have reviewed sponsors' proposals
and made proposals to their regional offices and the re-
gional offices have made proposals to headquarters. Final
statements are prepared by FAA regional officers and submit-
ted to the Administrator of FAA for review along with the
proposals. Final statements are filed with the Council and

made public before the proposalsreceive final approval by
the Administrator.

P aikgh ] -




Federal Highway Administration

State highway departments prepare draft environmental
impact statements for proposed highway projects and obtain
comments on the statemants from Federal, State, and local
agencies before proposing locations for the projects to FHWA
division offices. The State highway departments also pre-
pare the final statements. The final statements are filed
with the Council by the Administrator, FHWA, and made public
before division offices approve the projects,

Forest Service

The Forest Service prepares environmental impact state-
ments only after proposals have passed through all levels of
review and have been approved by project approval officers
at various organizational levels, depending upon specific
delegations of authority, or by the Chief of the Forest Ser-
vice, Final statements are filed with the Council and made
pablic after proposals are approved.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

HUD's environmental impact statements are prepared by
its regional, area, or insuring offices while they are eval-
uating proposals. Approval authority for most proposals re-
quiring statements is at these levels. Final statements are
filed with the Council and made public before these offices
approve proposals. '

Soil Conservation Service

SCS State offices prepare draft environmental impact
statements after a sponsor's application for a proposed proj-
ect is approved but before completing a detailed study of
the proposal. Final comments from agencies on draft state-
ments are obtained after proposals have been approved by the
Administrator of SCS. Final statements are filed with the
Council and made public before the proposals are submitted
for congressional approval.

An example of the need for completed environmental im-

pact statements to be available at the earliest levels of
review can be illustrated in the case of the Corps.

16
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District and division offices develop proposals on water re-
source projects and submit them to the Chief of Engineers.
Proposals include survey reports which are accompanied by a
preliminary environmental impact statement. This survey re-
port is the basic document on which and through which deci-
sions on an action must be made. The Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors, an impartial review group for the Chief
of Engineers, reviews these proposals and the preliminary
statements. The Board is responsible for weighing all facts
fully, independently, and impartially and for making recom-
mendations to the Chief of Engineers. Despite the responsi-
bilities at these organizational levels, the Board bases its
determinations on statements that do not contain comments

from the headquarters levels of othér Federal agencies. o

Statements have been neither filed in final form with the
Council nor made available for public comment,

f .

Environmental impact stateme;?éhm. o :
should be available at : : - -
earliest stages of decisionmaking T T s

The seven Federal agencies usually plan projects in two
stages--an early, or survey, stage in which basic decisions
are made as to the need for a project and a later, or de-
tailed, stage in which such less basic decisions as selec-
tion of alternative locations for a project are made.. '

Some of these agencies try to cover project decisions
in both the survey stage and the detailed stage with a sin-
gle environmental impact statement, which is completed in
the latter stage. As a result, as indicated in the summa-
ries below, decisions are made by some of the agencies in
the early stages without the benefit of a completed state-
ment. These decisions may have equal or greater impact on
the environment than decisions made in the later stages.

Bureau of Reclamation

A reconnaissance stage is completed before an environ-
mental impact statement is prepared. At this stage the need
and justification for a development or improvement action is
established, and provisions for alternative actions may be
made. The statement is prepared during the feasibility
stage while the specific engineering and operating plan is

17
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being developed and defined and the financial feasibility
and economic justification of the development or improvement
action are being determined.l

Corps of Engineers

A preliminary evaluation stage is completed before an
environmental impact statement on a proposed project is pre-
pared. During this stage a determination is made as to
whether the project is justified and a detailed study is
warranted. The statement is prepared during the detailed
stage, while Corps officials are deciding on recommendations
for development of the proposed project.

Federal Aviation Administration

A draft environmental impact statement is prepared dur-
ing an early stage which leads to a recommendation for or
against programming a proposed project. During a later
stage, when the final statement is completed, a recommenda-
tion is made for or against project approval.

Federal Higchway Administration

A State highway department conducts a study to deter-
mine the need for a highway project before a draft environ-
mental impact statement is prepared. During a later stage,
when the State makes a location study, the final statement
is prepared, and then the State selects the specific loca-
tion for the project.

Forest Service

The preparation of an environmental impact statement is
not started until completion of the phase-one stage--a de-
termination of the compatibility of the proposed project to
the land and its related environment--and the phase-two

~

in commenting on our draft report, the Department of the
Interior stated that Bureau of Reclamation instructions is-
sued in January 1972 now requires an environmental impact
statement on significant favorable reconnaissance reports.

18
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stage——a detailéd examination of the effects the proposed

pro;ect will have on the land and its related environment,

Department of Hou51ng‘and Urban Development

Before preparlng an env1ronmenta1 1mpact statement HUD

decides whether' an appllcatlon for a project meets program
quallflcatlons. ‘During a_review. of the technical soundness
of the project, a determination is made as to whether a
statement is needed and, if needed, it is prepared before the

- .~ L
o
-

Soil Conservation Service

A decision as to whether to provide planning assistance
for the development of a project is reached during the ap-
plication stage. During a work-plan stage, the environmen-
tal impact statement is prepared after detailed engineering
and cconomic studies have taken place but before a decision
is reached as to whether to recommend the project for con-
gressional approval.

Conclusions

The Federal agencies' environmental impact statements
would be more useful in the decisionmaking process if the
completed statements for a proposal were available at all
organizational review levels of a proposal and at the
earliest stages of decisionmaking.

The availability of the completed statement to the
lower organizational levels would allow officials at these,
as well as higher, levels to objectively consider the envi-
ronmental views of others before making decisions on a pro-
posed action., Also the availability of the statement at
survey stages of decisionmaking would allow these basic de-
cisions on the need for a project to be made in the light of
environmental aspects.

Because each stage of declglonmaking may result in an
action that could have a significant effect upon the envi-

.ronment, it may be necessary at each stage to update the

statement.
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The Council needs to advise agencies on how to inte-
grate an environmental impact statement into the decision-
making process, to ensure that it is available at all levels
of review and stages of decisiommaking. Each agency should
be required to develop flow charts of its decisionmaking
process (similar to the ones we prepared in appendix XI),
clearly designating the points at which the statement should
be completed and how it should accompany the proposal
through the agency review process. An agency's publication
of such a flow chart could help other agencies, the Council,
and the public to understand how the decisionmaking process
works and the extent to which their comments on statements
can enter into agency decisionmaking.
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Postplanning review of actions
required to protect environment

An effective implementation of the act through the
environmental impact statement preparation process presents
many challenges to Federal agencies. Plans to protect the
environment are difficult to develop and implement and are
subject to error. Experimentation and innovation lead to
successes as well as failures. Therefore assurances should
be provided that plans will continually improve, that plans
will materialize as anticipated, and that learning experi-
ences will apply to improve future actions and will be shared
with others.

Little action has been taken by most agencies to estab-
lish procedures for ensuring that the environmental protec-
tion plans developed and incorporated into environmental
impact statements are effective and actually materialize.

For obtaining such assurances, most agencies rely mainly upon
procedures already established, such as existing day-to-day
administrative practices and inspections performed to oversee
design, construction, and operation activities.

We found only one instance in which a new procedure had
been established to obtain such assurances. The Corps in-
structions provide that when environmental impact statements
have been filed previously and are older than 3 years or
significant changes have taken place in the proposal or as-
sociated environment, the statements be updated, coordinated,
and transmitted to the Council.

We believe that the agencies should establish new pro-
cedures to obtain assurances that plans to protect the en-
vironment are effective and actually materialize. A post-
planning review of the results of plans to protect the en-
vironment would provide such assurances. Such a review
would compare actual results with planned results and would
provide feedback to planners and decisionmakers.
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ACTIONS REQUIRING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENTS AND RANGE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS SHOULD BE DEFINED

The act directs Federal agencies to prepare environ-
mental impact statements on all major Federal actions sig-
nificantly affecting the quality of the human environment.
The seven agencies included in our review had adopted a
variety of approaches in attempting to define this directive
in their procedures. We found, however, that their ap-
proaches did not appear to be useful as guidelines for of-
ficials in defining the actions for which an environmental
statement was required or in determining the range of en-
vironmental impacts to be considered.

Nature, size, and scope of actions
requiring environmental impact
statements should be established

The Council's guidelines for implementing the act de-
fine those actions, affecting the human environment by list-
ing examples of several projects, policies, procedures, and
legislation. The guidelines also state that it will often
be necessary to apply statement preparation procedures "in

"the development of a national program and in the review of
proposed projects within the national program."

Our review showed that all seven agencies had attempted
to identify actions requiring and actions not requiring en-
vironmental impact statements. The approaches adopted by
the various agencies in attempting to be definitive varied
substantially and ranged from the Corps listing of types of
projects and activities requiring statements to the Forest
Service's delegating to project approval officers the au- -
thority to make the determination on a case-by-case basis.,
The agencies also had differing views as to whether state-
ments were needed for actions broader than individual proj-
ects, and three agencies (the Bureau, FAA, and FHWA) indi-
cated that for such program-type actions statements would
not be beneficial,

Following are approaches generally taken by the indi-
-idual agencies,
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Bureau of Reclamation

The Bureau lists criteria and types of actions to be
considered by officials responsible for determining the need
for an environmental impact statement on a case-by-case
basis. The Bureau has indicated that it is not in favor of
preparing the statements on actions broader than projects.
The Bureau's definition of "project'" encompasses all dams,
power plants, and other such features within a drainage area.

Corps of Engineers

The Corps lists certain types of projects and activities
requiring environmental impact statements and certain types
not requiring such statements. The Corps prefers to prepare
statements on a project-by-project basis but recognizes the .
value of program statements and has prepared some on river
basin programs, in which a series of water resources projects
were being considered, and on dredging programs.

Federal Aviation Administration

FAA lists types of project actions to be included in the
definition of major actions requiring environmental impact
statements but does not plan to prepare statements on actions
broader than individual airports, such as master plans for a
region or metropolitan area in its Airport Development Aid
Program,

Federal Highway Administration

FHWA lists some types of highway actions that do not
require environmental impact statements and some general
categories and examples of highway work that may require
such statements. FHWA has not prepared statements on a pro-
gram basis covering an entire State or metropolitan area and
has no plans to do so but has indicated that statements pre-
pared on a program basis would be so broad and contain so
many generalities that they would be meaningless and make
coordination with other agencies difficult, if not imposs-
ible. ‘

23
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Forest Service

The Forest Service does not exclude any type of activity
from consideration and requires an evaluation of need for
environmental impact statements by project approval officers
on a case-by-case basis. The Forest Service requires an
evaluation of the need for statements on programs, plans,
and projects and is preparing statements on a national ba-
sis with respect to several programs.,

Department of Housing and Urban Development

HUD has established criteria, or thresholds, of project
size or scope for actions that may require environmental
impact statements. Statements are prepared only on those
important actions that exceed the thresholds or are con-
sidered exceptional; i.e. controversial, precedent-making,
or large-scale.

Soil Conservation Service

SCS differentiates between project-type programs and
non-project-type programs and generally requires environ-
mental impact statements on project-type programs only.

SCS provides for describing the general effects of all pro- -
grams and activities in summary statements prepared for an-
nual appropriation legislation, but these statements are not
circulated to other agencies or the public for comment.

Some of the difficulties encountered by the agencies in
defining the major actions requiring environmental impact
statements are illustrated by the different approaches fol-
lowed by FHWA and HUD.

FHWA officials consider the lack of an adequate defini-
tion of those actions requiring statements to be one of the
biggest problems in the environmental impact statement pro-
cess, FHWA procedures define actions to include highway
sections on new locations and major upgrading of existing
highway sections which results in functional characteristic
changes. Under a conservative approach FHWA's definition
can be applied to almost any action taken by State highway
agencies. As a result, although FHWA officials estimated
that about 50 to 60 draft and final environmental impact
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stateménts would be received -during an entire year, actually
about 1,400 were received from State highway departments
during the 7-month period from April through October 1971.

In contrast to FHWA's approach, HUD, in"defining ac-
tions that require environmental impact statements, relied
upon thresholds or standards. A subjective decision on the
need for a statement, however, was required even when an -
action met or exceeded the thresholds. As a result, 'one HUD
regional office we visited (Region VIII) prepared a statement
for only one of 62 project actions that exceeded the thresh-
olds during the period from October 1, 1970, through Octo-
ber 31, 1971. Negative declarations were prepared for the
other 61 project actions. Another HUD regional office we
visited (Region VI), where the thresholds are used only for
certain housing programs, prepared a statement for only one "
of 770 project actions during the period from March 1971
through January 1972. Negative declarations were prepared
for the remalnlng 769 prOJect actlons.

< i

Although suth documents are not requ1red by the act or B

the guldellnes, all agencies included in our review, except
the Bureau,” Corps; and Forest- Service, prepare documents
resembling environmental impact statements, sometimes called
negative declarations, to record agency judgments that state-
ments are not warranted on c¢ertain actions.

Actions initiated prior to )
the act approached differently

The Council's guidelines provide that, to the maximum
extent practicable, the section 102 procedures developed by
Federal agencies also be applied to major Federal actions
having a significant effect on the environment even though
they arise from projects or programs initiated prior to
passage of the act on January 1, 1970.

Our review showed that each of the seven agencies ap-
proached this requirement in a different manner and that the
degree of compliance varied substantially. As a general
rule, however, all agencies agreed that environmental impact
statements were needed on some of the major actions having a
significant environmental impact, regardless of the date
initiated. Differences in the way the agencies approached

25
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this question, and their plans to eliminate any potential
backlog of statements resulting from the Council's guide-
lines, are presented below.

Bureau of Reclamation

Bureau procedures state that ongoing or uncompleted
programs and projects authorized prior to January 1, 1970,
will be reconsidered to see if an environmental impact
statement should be prepared. For a project not yet funded,
a statement is necessary if there is significant environ-
mental impact. All Bureau regions are establishing time
phases for preparing statements for projects authorized
before January 1, 1970. Bureau officials advised us that
they expected to complete the preparation of statements by
fiscal year 1974 for projects planned prior to the act,

Corps of Engineers

Corps procedures require environmental impact state-
ments for projects under various continuing authorities, for
continuing construction and land acquisition, and for opera-
tion and maintenance actions initiated before passage of the
act. Corps officials in Washington, D.C., estimate the
backlog of statements at about 2,400, and they expect to
complete preparation of these statements by fiscal year 1974.

Federal Aviation Administration

FAA's Airport Development Aid Program, which we selected
for review, was established after passage of the act, and
therefore FAA has no backlog of environmental impact state-
ments.

Federal Highway Administration

FHWA normally requires a final environmental impact
statement as a prerequisite to approval of the location of a
highway project. Projects for which locations had been ap-
proved before January 1, 1970, and designs that had been ap-
proved after that date, were to be reassessed by State high-
way agencies and the FHWA division engineer, and statements
were to be prepared when deemed appropriate. FHWA officials
said that, of an estimated 5,000 highway projects in process
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on January 1, 1970, about 1,250 would require statements.
They advised us that, although they had no formal plan for
handling the backlog, about half of the required statements
had been prepared in draft form as of November 1971.

Forest Service

The Forest Service management plans, including those
initiated before passage of the act, are updated periodi-
cally, and environmental impact statements are to be pre-
pared, if required, at the time of the next updating. Ac-
cording to Forest Service officials, projects usually are
implemented a short time after being approved and the only
significant backlog of actions requiring the preparation of
statements are the 11 primitive areas being considered for
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

HUD has no formal procedures requiring the preparation
of environmental impact statements for in-process projects.
However, regional offices were informed of the Council's
requirement. One regional office we visited (Region VIII),
had received oral instructions to review the need for state-
ments on in-process projects.

Soil Conservation Service

' SCS requires an environmental impact statement for any
watershed projects approved prior to January 1, 1970, if it
is determined that the project has a significant adverse
environmental impact and/or is controversial. SCS also re-
quires its State offices to review stream channel improvement
projects to determine the degree of adverse environmental
impact. SCS officials advised us that, as of August 31, .
1971, 453 projects that still had channel improvement to be
installed had been initially classified in three categories,
according to environmental impact. Those with adverse ef-
fects are being examined in greater detail to determine ways
to eliminate or reduce adverse effects to an acceptable
level.
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Primary and secondary impacts
should be considered and disclosed

Section 101(a) of the act recognized the impact of
man's activities on the environment and particularly

Wi%* the profound influences of population
growth, high-density urbanization, industrial ex-
pansion, resource exploitation, and new and ex-
panding technological advances."

The reference to these influences by the Council in its
guidelines is a provision for analyzing both primary and
secondary consequences of proposed actions on the environ-
ment. The Council's guidelines indicate by example that
secondary includes some of the profound influences recog-
nized by the Congress in the act.

Our review showed that little guidance had been provided
to the agencies on the range of impacts to be considered in
environmental impact statements. Although the Council's
guidelines use 'primary'" and 'secondary'" to indicate the
range that should be considered, the guidelines do not de-
fine these terms. Similarly, we found that none of the
agencies had defined these terms in their procedures for
preparing environmental impact statements. We believe that
an understanding of the meaning of these terms is necessary
for recognition of the full range of impacts and alternatives
that should be considered in any environmental statement.,

For example, construction or operation of a multiple-
purpose water resources project would seem to have such
primary impacts on the environment as flooding of land, im-
peding fish migration, destroying wildlife habitat, disturb-
ing streamflow, and affecting water quality. On the other.
hand, the marketing of project services, such as electrical
power and irrigation water, would seem to have such second-
ary impacts as population growth, urbanlzatlon, and indus-
trial expansion. — X

A distinction apparent from this example is that proj-
ect inputs generally cause primary impacts and project out-
puts generally cause secondary impacts. We believe that
agency procedures should recognize this distinction because




BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

it is important for ensuring consideration of all alterna-

tives. That is, if only primary impacts are recognizead,

then only such input-oriented alternatives as chenging metn-

ods of ‘construction will be considered. If secordary 1mpﬁ”ts

also are recognized, then such output-oricnted zlternativ

as using alternative means for pr0V1d1ng the services wiil

be con31dered also. : - :
Another 1mportant dlstlnctlon between priner nd

ondary impacts can also be drawn. Primary -impacts arc-usu—

sis a

\,4
i:J

ally more susceptible to measurement and anal}
agency proposing an action because the Drlnary Lﬂ?:ﬁf
more immediately related to an agency's arza cf rozpomsi-
bility and expertise. = Secondary impacts, on the cther hand,
usually require analyses by a number ¢f agencies tacause
they are not within any single agency':z area of responsi-
bility or expertise, We believe that agency procedures
should recognize secondary as well as primary impracts and
provide for designating lead agencies to manage the efforts
of several agencies JOlntly respon31b1e for considering
secondary 1mpacts.

\l

EPA addressed itself to this problem area in a letter
~. to’ the Council, dated December 21, 1971, suggesting improve-
ments in the Couﬁcil's guidelines on environmental impact
statements. EPA indicated that, in setting a range of envi-
rommental considerations appropriate for a pérL’cular type
of project, ‘two forms of shortsightedness have rrequehhly
occurred:

"The first is where the initial or primary effects
of the project have been taken into consideration,
but where the secondary or induced effects of the
project have been ignored. For example, state-
ments on highways and sewage treatment plants sel-
dom evaluate the resulting impact on urban growth
patterns. These secondary or induced effects may,
however, be more damaging than the primary effects.
The second form of shortsightedness is the tenden-
¢y to consider only changes in the physical envi-
ronment and to ignore changes in the social envi-
ronment. Yet impacts on population patterns or
community behavioral patterns may affect the




quality of the human environment much more than
impacts on air and solid waste,"

EPA recommended that the Council's guidelines require
each Federal agency to prepare conceptual frameworks of
analysis for the major types of projects supported by each
agency. EPA suggested that, as a start, conceptual frame-
works should be prepared for highways, airports, sewage
treatment plants, power projects, watershed projects, and
mineral extraction on public lands because these six cate-
gories of projects reportedly accounted for 80 percent of
all Federal actions for which draft or final environmental
impact statements had been prepared. EPA also indicated
that the framework should answer five basic questions.

~--What is the proper project entity for purposes of
preparing a statement?

-~-What is the range of envirommental considerations
appropriate for this project entity?; i.e., what are
the primary and what are the induced or secondary
effects that need to be considered?

--What basic data about the project and its surroundings
is needed to investigate the environmental effects?

--What analysis of this basic data is necessary? and
what is the significance of the conclusions resulting
from the analysis?

--What are the promising alternative formulations of
the project that need to be considered?

Team efforts needed to
Mmeasure environmental impacts

The act requires that Federal agencies identify and
develop methods and procedures, in consultation with the
Council, which will

" %% insure that presently unquantified
environmental amenities and values may be given

appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along
with economic and technical considerations."
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Our review showed that this réquirement has been very diffi-

-¢cult to implement. Although little has been accomplished in

this area, some attempts to develop methods are being made,
as indicated below.

* Bureau of Reclamation

The Bureau has contracted to design a method to evalu-
ate the environmental aspects of water resources projects
through a numerical rating system. The method was being
tested and the results were to be known early in 1972,

Federal Aviation Administration

FAA is attempting to develop procedures for more.accu-
rately measuring costs and benefits of airport development
and is attempting, through research, to measure the actual
air and noise pollution produced as a result of alrcraft
operatlons.

Forest Service

- or

The Forest Service has developed and used a number of
computer programs. One program provides to natural resource
managers meaningful socioeconomic data regarding various
management alternatives. Another helps compute the optimum
timber output for any given set of constraints and cultural
practices. The Forest Service also has a technique for
mapping land areas into geomorphic units on the basis of
geological and hydrological data. The maps show land capa-
bility. Another method is the analysis of visual landscape
units based on certain criteria.

Conclusions

The wide range of agency approaches to identifying
those actions requiring environmental impact statements and
the problems of determining the range of impacts to be
considered in the statements suggest a need for improved
agency procedures and improved guidance from the Council.
Agency procedures should specify the various kinds of actions
requiring statements and the circumstances which will neces-
sitate statements for actions broader than projects. Agency
procedures should also include definitions of, and make
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distinctions between, primary and secondary impacts and
should describe the extent to which secondary impacts, such
as those mentioned in the act, will be assessed and dis-
closed for various types of proposed actions.

We concur in EPA's suggestion for improving the Coun-
cil's guidelines and Federal agency procedures. The five-
step framework of analysis of actions and impacts that EPA
suggested for major Federal projects should also be devel-
oped for Federal programs, and the agencies should develop
standards for determining when a project-type or program-
type envirommental impact statement is necessary and what
range of impacts are appropriate for analysis under each
type of statement.

Resolving the problem of quantifying and measuring en-
vironmental impacts is difficult but imperative if environ-
mental aspects are to be considered in Federal agency plan
formulation and decisionmaking. The nature of the task
seems to require more than efforts by individual agencies,
as presently occurs. Instead, team efforts on the part of
all Federal agencies under the leadership of the Council is
necessary.

One way to organize the effort would be to establish
task forces for each of the envirommental areas of exper-
tise (air, energy, noise, water, etc.) shown in appendix 2
of the Council's guidelines. The task forces could be
composed of representatives from the Federal agencies listed
under each area in the appendix. Each task force group
could be responsible for identifying and developing proce-
dures for measuring envirommental values in its own area or
areas of jurisdiction or special expertise.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SHOULD
BE GIVEN GREATER EMPHASIS

The act requires that envirommental impact statements,
together with other agencies' comments thereon, be made
available to .the public., Public participation in carrylng
out the purposes of the act was stressed by the Congress in
House Report 92-316, in Executive Order No. 11514, and
in the Council's second annual report under the act. For
example: S

--One of the major recommendations of House Report
92-316 was that information tused by any agency .
‘planning or studying a prospective project that- -
might have environmental implications be made read—
11y available to the publlc : :

—-Executlve Order No. 11514 dlrected Federal agencies -
to establish public participation procedures which
include provision for publlc hearlngs, whenever
approprlate. :

--The Council reported that individuals and groups
often could contribute data and ideas beyond the
expertise of the agency involved, that-citizens
were seeking and making significant changes in
agency policy, and that citizens often could learn
of an impending action or the environmental issues
raised only by way of an environmental statement.

All seven agencies have recognized the need for public
participation, but their procedures vary significantly in
the use of mailing lists, news media, and public hearings.
Also some of the agencies' efforts to achieve public par-
ticipation seem less than intended by the act and the
Council's guidelines.

Certain common procedures have been adopted for com-
municating environmental impact statements to the public.
All agencies included in our review, except FAA, FHWA, and
HUD, have developed mailing lists of interested public
groups or individuals to whom statements should be sent.

In addition, all the agencies except HUD use the news media,
along with other means, to notify the general public of the
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availability of draft statements. HUD does not take the
initiative to contact public groups for comment on state-
ments. Draft statements are filed in a regional library.
If someone wants a copy, he can contact the region.

The extent to which public hearings and meetings are
used to invite public participation vary from agency to
agency. The Corps and SCS, for example, take a very active
role in using public forums. The Corps requires three
public meetings during preauthorized project-planning
stages.

FAA places primary responsibility on project sponsors
for holding hearings or other types of public participation
and has had only limited involvement in public hearings or
other types of public participation. FAA's reason for its
limited involvement is that it desires to retain its inde-
pendence and objectivity in evaluating public comments.

HUD regions require public hearings for some programs,
but regional officials do not attend. If hearings are held,
they are held by the project sponsor prior to the approval
of the project by the HUD region.

Some of the agencies included in our review use envi-
rommental impact statements in connection with public hear-
ings. The procedures these agencies follow are shown below.

Federal Aviation Administration

FAA requires the sponsor to inform the public that a
preliminary environmental impact statement is available
for public review at least 30 days prior to any hearing.

Federal Hichway Administration

FHWA requires State highway agencles to explain envi-
ronmental impact statements to persons at public hearings
and to allow the public 10 days from the date of hearings
to submit written comments. Copies of draft statements,
as well as other project data, are made available to the
public for review at least 30 days prior to, and at the
location of, hearings. Comments from reviewing agencies
are made available to the public at the hearings.
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Forest Service

The Forest Service makes draft environmental impact
statements available to the public at least 15 days prior to
the time of hearings. '

Soil Conservation Service

SCS distributes a preliminary environmental impact
statement at a public meeting and invites the public to
provide input within 30 days.

We noted that two of the seven agencies were considering
certain innovative concepts for improving communication with
the public on environmental impacts. The Seattle District
of the Corps is developing what is termed its " fishbowl"
planning technique. This technique involves workshops, in
vhich the public can meet with Corps officials to discuss
issues, and public brochures which present the issues, al-
ternatives, and pros and cons related to a project.

Forest Service personnel described a technique which
could be used. The Service could schedule and publicize a
meeting place where the public could make individual appoint-
ments to speak to Forest Service officials about a specific
project or environmental statement. Persons could either
bring written statements or present views orally and could
have a clerk record the general content of their views.

This technique would have the advantage of freeing persons
to present their own opinions without being influenced by
others.

Conclusion

Achieving meaningful public participation in Federal
agency decisions that have an impact on the environment
Seems to be one of the most important challenges facing
Federal agencies. An environmental impact statement is an
ideal instrument to use in meeting this challenge, and
agency procedures should provide for its use.

An active Federal role in public hearings or meetings,
like that of the Corps and SCS, appears to be needed to gain
public participation as encouraged by the Committee's report

'~
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and the Executive order. One way of using environmental
impact statements to gain public participation would be to
make them available to the public in advance of public
meetings, discuss them at the meetings, and invite further
input after the meetings, as many of the agencies presently
do. Stressing public participation, as intended, appears
to require more agency innovation or experimentation of the
nature described by Corps and Forest Service personnel.
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FURTHER GUIDANCE NEEDED FOR OBTAINING VIEWS
OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES

The act requires that Federal agencies, when preparing
environmental impact statements, obtain views of other Fed-
eral, State, and local agencies having jurisdiction or spe-
cial expertise on any environmental impacts involved. The
Council's guidelines identify those Federal agencies to be
consulted on the preparation of statements. Several Federal
agencies, such as the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation,
have certain legislative and executive requirements to ob-
tain and coordinate the views of others regarding the de-
velopment of water resources projects.

For obtaining State and local agency comments, the
Council's guidelines provide for the circulation of draft
statements to State, regional, or metropolitan clearing-
houses, under procedures set forth in OMB Circular No. A-95.
The purposes of obtaining comments by, or through, these
clearinghouses are to ensure maximum consistency of projects
with State, regional, and local comprehensive plans and to
accord with applicable Federal laws.,

All the agencies included in our review had established
some procedures for obtaining views and comments from other
Federal, State, and local agencies on proposed actions. We
believe, however, that most of the agencies have inadequate
procedures for ensuring the full and effective use of the
special environmental expertise available in other agencies.
Elements of a systematic approach for identifying and ob-
taining environmental expertise were lacking in most agency
procedures, and difficulties were developing in the furnish-
ing of comments on environmental impact statements prepared
by others,

We believe that a systematic approach can be used in
ensuring that available environmental expertise in other
agencies is identified and used to the extent necessary. As
a first step, an agency should determine the environmental
elements of its activities for which expertise outside the
agency must be sought. As the next step, an agency should
select the Federal, State, or local agency that could best
furnish the expertise and should make arrangements for ac-
quiring it, Finally, an agency should develop procedures to
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ensure that agencies having expertise review and comment on
environmental impact statements. Although this system of
steps has not been established in full by any of the selected
agencies, certain steps have been taken by one or more agen-
cies to identify or obtain special expertise available from
other agencies, as shown below.

Bureau of Reclamation

The Bureau has cooperative programs and memorandums of
understanding which, among other purposes, help ensure that
environmental information is obtained on a routine basis
from other agencies.

Corps of Engineers

The Corps has identified specific environmental ele-
ments of its activities and has prepared a checklist to en-
sure that the elements are covered either internally or
through coordination with outside agencies or consultants,
Social relationships and human well-being, however, are two
elements on the Corps' list for which neither in-house nor
other agency expertise has been identified,

Federal Aviation Administration

FAA selects Federal agencies for comment by reviewing
Council and Department of Transportation lists and the "Cat-
alog of Federal Domestic Assistance,'" which describes func-
tions of many Federal agencies,

Forest Service

The Forest Service has identified some environmental
areas for which they lack expertise, such as social and be-
havioral science, and has identified the Federal agencies,
as well as the consultants, which can provide it, The For-
est Service and its reglonal offices have keyman listings
of agencies, groups, and individuals to whom draft state-
ments are sent,
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Soil Conservation Service

SCS maintains a list of all agencies having jurisdic- E
tion, by law or special expertise, in the management of land,
water, and other related resources. Comments of such agen-
cies are requested by letter.

Federal Highway Administration

FHWA has a list similar to SCS's and has furnished it
to State highway agencies for their use.

With the exception of the Forest Service, the seven
agencies did not have procedures for follow-up action when
Federal, State, or local agencies failed to submit comments.
The Forest Service requires a follow-up when an agency that
has been designated by law as having expertise does not com-
ment,

Difficulties were developing in the review and disposi-
tion phases involved in furnishing comments on environmental
impact statements of other agencies, Officials in Corps,
FHWA, and HUD field offices indicated to us that they had ex-
pected, but had not been asked, to comment on statements from
certain agencies, Forest Service, HUD, and SCS officials
stated that several statements on which they were asked to
comment lacked sufficient information to permit adequate re-
views, Although each of the agencies established procedures
for reviewing and commenting on statements of other agencies,
most of the agencies were unaware of the disposition of their
comments on such statements,

Conclusions

Agency procedures are generally too limited to ensure
the full and effective use of environmental expertise avail-
able in other agencies. Procedures should be established
for identifying and obtaining such expertise on a systematic
basis., <

o=

The difficulties in furnishing comments on other agen-
cies' statements suggest a need to clarify the responsibili-
ties of commenting agencies. We believe that the Council
needs to clarify the extent to which commenting Federal
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agencies should be held responsible for requesting environ-
mental statements of other agencies which relate to their

areas of expertise and for obtaining additional information
- when the statements received from other agencies are insuf-

ficient for adequate review,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO FEDERAL AGENCIES

We recommend that the Federal agencies consider the
matters discussed in this report and revise their procedures
for preparing and processing environmental impact statements

to ensure that

-~-the statements are available at all levels of review
and at the earliest stages of decisionmaking;

--environmental protection plans developed and incor-
porated into environmental statements are effective

and actually materialize;

--actions requiring statements are defined and the
ranges of environmental impacts to be considered are

-determined;

--public views are properly solicited, considered, and
evaluated; and

--environmental expertise available in other agencies
is identified and obtained,
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CHAPTER 3

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN EXECUTIVE OFFICE

GUIDANCE AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

COUNCII SHOULD DO MORE TOWARD
IMPROVING AGENCY PROCEDURES

Our review showed that the Council, in measuring the
effectiveness of Federal agency procedures for implementing
section 102 of the act, had relied primarily on its review
of individual envirommental impact statements. In helping
agencies to resolve issues, the Council had generally adopted
an advisory approach, whereby it communicated its views
informally on both envirommental statements and procedures
and relied upon the agencies to resolve any issues raised.
We believe that the Council's approach to assisting Federal
agencies is not the most effective way to ensure a uniform
and systematic implementation of the act.

The Council has delegated the primary responsibility
for reviewing statements to its Federal Impact Evaluation
staff, which is divided into six functional categories--
community development and general government, energy, land
programs, military and related programs, transportation,
and water resources. One staff member has been assigned to
each of the six categories with the exception of water re-
sources and transportation which each have two members be-
cause of the volume of the statements in these two catego-
ries. Officials of the Council advised us that the Federal
Impact Evaluation staff spent about 50 percent of its time
in reviewing and commenting on the statements. The remainder
of its time was spent in reviewing and preparing legisla-
tive or policy proposals, participating in special studies,
assisting in preparing the President's annual environmental
quality report, and assisting the General Counsel in pre-
paring guidelines and reviewing agency procedures for im-
plementing the act.

The General Counsel's office is responsible for the
review of legislative and regulatory matters coming before
the Council concerning the interpretation and implementation
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of the act. It has been given the primary responsibility
for issuing guidelines and reviewing agency section 102 pro-
cedures. The Office of the General Counsel is currently
composed of the General Counsel and three professional staff

members.

Activities in issuing guidelines and
reviewing agencies' section 102 procedures

On April 23, 1971, the Council issued guidelines to
Federal agencies on preparing environmental impact state-
ments and requested that existing agency procedures be re-
vised accordingly and be submitted to the Council prior to
July 1, 1971. The agencies, in updating their procedures,
were requested to provide for:

'"--those types of agency actions requiring environ-
mental statements,

"--the appropriate time prior to decision for the
interagency consultations required by section
102(2) (C),

Y--the agency review process for which the final
environmental statement and comments are to be
available."

As discussed in chapter 2, the procedures that the
agencies established did not ensure adequate compliance with
these provisions of the Council's guidelines.

As the Council received revised procedures from the
agencies it transmitted them to EPA and OMB for review and
comment. In a memorandum dated June 25, 1971, OMB provided
comments which had general applicability to agency proce-
dures and stated that it would provide specific comments as
individual agencies furnished procedures to them for review.
For the agencies included in our review, OMB officials were
unable to provide us with OMB's comments on a specific
agency's procedures that had been furnished to the Council.
An EPA official advised us that EPA's comments had been
furnished to the Council on an informal basis and that
documentation concerning the comments on a specific agency's
procedures had not beer prepared.
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Officials of the Council advised us that much of the
guidance provided to agencies in revising their procedures
was done by telephone. Detailed review sessions, however,
were held with representatives of the Corps of Engineers;
the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, the Interior, and
Transportation; and the Agency for International Develop-
ment., Letters were sent to eight additional agencies con-
cerning their procedures. We reviewed these letters and
found only one instance when the Council had requested an
agency to modify its procedures. In general the Council's
comments were editorial in nature, suggesting either word
changes in agency procedures or the need for the agency to
refer to paragraphs already contained in the Council's
guidelines. Of the agencies included in our review, only
HUD had received written notification of the Council's
overall assessment of its procedures.

On July 23, 1971, the United States Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia circuit handed down a far-
reaching decision on the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Project.
Although this decision was addressed to the Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC), it had implications for all Federal agen-
cies regarding their preparation of envirommental impact
statements. The points raised in the decision relevant to
agency procedures for implementing the act were:

--Balancing economic and environmental costs and bene-
fits is required by section 102.

~-Section 102 duties are not inherently flexible.
They must be complied with to the fullest extent
unless there is a clear conflict of statutory author-
ity.

-~-1If a decision as to a proposed action subject to the
act is reached procedurally without individual con-
sideration and balancing of environmental factors--
conducted fully and in good faith--the courts are
responsible for reversing the decision.

--The environmental impact ana. is must be considered
in all agency review process:

b R SRR S S o b




MR

-~The effective date of the act is January 1, 1970,
and its implementation cannot be unreasonably delayed.

On August 5, 1971, the Council advised the Federal
agencies that the deadline for submitting revised procedures
had been extended from July 1 to September 15, 1971, to
permit consideration of the implications of the Calvert
Cliffs decision in their procedures.

Although the Council recognized the significance of
the decision and pointed out the major issues to be consid-
ered by the agencies, it provided no specific guidance to
the agencies (with the exception of AEC) concerning how
they should revise their procedures. In general the agencies
included in our review have taken the position that their
procedures complied with the decision.

On November 17, 1971, the Council notified the agen-
cies of its plan to hold a joint meeting with them and with
OMB and EPA in December to discuss the Council's guidelines
and the agencies' procedures for implementing the act. This
notice was followed by a Council memorandum outlining some
general issues which could be addressed in agency procedures.
The agencies were requested to compare this outline with
their existing procedures to determine the extent to which
it was applicable. The Council also furnished the agencies
with extracts from important court decisions interpreting
the act.

These general instructions were followed by a memoran-
dum to each agency setting forth matters of concern to the
Council which were similar to some of the matters considered
during our review. The matters were:

""The role environmental analyses play in the deci-
sionmaking and planning process and at what point
environmental considerations are raised in these
processes.

""Examples of where environmental considerations
have led to a modification of a project ¥%¥%,

"Consideration of possible 'program' environ-
mental statements for similar types of activity.
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"Success in implementing Section 102(a) of [the
act] which calls for an interdisciplinary approach
to integrate environmental considerations into the
decisionmaking and planning process.

"In light of the Calvert Cliffs decision, the
extent to which [the agency] has considered pos-
sible actions to initially apply the provisions
in the court ruling."

Activities in reviewing agencies'
environmental impact statements

The Council, in addition to its activities in reviewing
procedures, requires Federal agencies to file copies of both
draft and final environmmental impact statements. Between
May 1, 1971, and January 1, 1972, approximately 1,400 draft
or final statements were filed with the Council. Officials
of the Council advised us that they tried to review all the
statements forwarded to them and that the depth of this re-
view depended on the significance of the action in terms of
environmental impact, presidential or congressional interest,
or controversy. They stated that the purposes of this re-
view were to bring to the Council's attention environmental
policy issues confronting the agencies, to check the effec-
tiveness of agency procedures for preparing the statements,
and to provide a means of identifying the environmental
impacts of Federal programs.

Council officials said that they reviewed draft state-
ments because such review allowed them to comment on agencies'
proposals at earlier, more meaningful times in the agencies'
planning processes. Their reviews of final statements in-
clude determinations as to whether the comments of the
various agencies and the public have been received and
taken into consideration in the statements.

The Council has not issued any written guidelines to
its staff outlining criteria to use in selecting the state-
ments for detailed review or the subject areas to consider
during this review. Instead the Council advised us that
it primarily relied on the judgment of its staff, environ-
mental information from other agencies, correspondence from
interested citizens, and published environmental data in
making these determinations.
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The Council's Federal Impact Evaluation staff, which
is responsible for reviewing agency envirommental impact
statements, is composed of eight members--two with back-
grounds in scientific areas and six with backgrounds in
political science and economics.

We found that the Council generally commented informally
on the statements, either through telephone conversations or
through meetings with agency officials. On certain occa-
sions the Council has provided written comments to the agen-
cies on their draft statements, but normally these comments
are not made public or included as parts of the final state-
ments. Officials of the Council advised us that their com-
ments reflected neither approval nor disapproval of an envi-
ronmental statement, nor did silence on their part consti-
tute agreement with agencies' actions.

On October 29, 1971, the Council furnished us with
certain correspondence dated after May 1, 1971, to the agen-
cies, regarding implementing section 102 of the act. This
correspondence consisted of 71 documents, 51 of which were
sent to agencies included in our review. Most of the corre-
spondence related to individual environmental impact state-
ments and discussed failures to adequately consider all
environmental effects, need to circulate draft statements
for comments before filing the final statements, and recom-
mendations to the agencies concerning unresolved environ-
mental issues. The correspondence in general dealt with
issues showing the need for improved agency procedures. In
only a few instances were the agencies requested to change
their procedures.

Conclusions

In view of the problems that presently exist in agency
procedures for preparing and processing envirommental impact
statements, the Council should do more toward improving
agency procedures. Council officials advised us that they
eventually expected to place greater emphasis on review of
agency procedures but that this could be done only when the
overall quality of the statements improved. Increased em-
phasis on reviews of procedures would be a more appropriate
approach to improving the overall quality of the statements
because most of the Council's comments on agency statements
reflect inadequacies in agency procedures.
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It appears that the Council's practice of assisting
Federal agencies on an informal and general basis and relying
.on the agencies to resolve specific issues will not result
in the most uniform and systematic implementation of the
act. The Council should adopt a more vigorous role in pro-
viding specific advice and formal guidance to ensure that
problems noted in agency procedures are adequately and
timely resolved.
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EPA SLOW IN MEETING SOME RESPONSIBILITIES

EPA had not met, on a timely basis, its legislative
responsibilities to (1) make public its comments on agency
environmental impact statements and (2) review and comment
in writing on proposed Federal agency procedures for prepar-
ing the statements. Although EPA has raised questions re-
garding the adequacy of the statements, it has not issued
instructions to the agencies, except AEC, setting forth the
type of information needed to adequately assess envirommental

impacts.

Section 309 of Public Law 91-604, dated December 31,
1970, requires EPA to review and comment in writing on the
environmental impacts of any matter related to its duties
and responsibilities contained in (1) legislation proposed
by any Federal department or agency, (2) newly authorized
Federal projects for construction and any major Federal ac-
tion other than a project for construction to which section
102(2) (C) of the National Envirommental Policy Act of 1969
applies and (3) proposed regulations published by any Federal
department or agency. EPA is required to make such written
comments public at the completion of the review. For any
legislation, action, or regulation that EPA determines to
be unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health, wel-
fare, or envirommental quality, EPA is required to publish
its determination and refer the matter to the Council.
Council guidelines state that EPA's comments shall be sum-
marized in a notice published in the Federal Register,

EPA officials advised us that they had been actively
reviewing and commenting on agency environmental impact
statements but had been slow in making their comments pub-

lic,

On October 18, 1971, the Deputy Administrator of EPA
established interim policies and procedures for making EPA's
comments on the statements public and required that EPA
publish biweekly notices in the Federal Register, listing
all the statements on which they developed written comments
during the previous 2 weeks. The interim procedures pro-
vided for classifying EPA's comments into four categories:
(1) general agreement or lack of objection, (2) inadequate
information, (3) major changes necessary, and (4) unsatis-

factory.
48

et

e i N
LSS BB e L T s S

)

Yae °m-r=ﬁy-ﬁ AT

i
A

e
ST

7

o

AR
i

2 b

i o
RIS AR

g

cremoya
b i %

T TR

TR TSRS S R Y AR

4 g GEARER



EPA's first listing of comments on statements was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on January 18, 1972, approx-
imately 1 year after enactment of Public Law 91-604, Thus
the public has not been provided with timely EPA comments.

With respect to the section 309 requirement that EPA
review and comment on agency regulations, we found that, as
of December 11, 1971, 42 agencies had published procedures
for preparing the statements in accordance with the Council's
April 23, 1971, guidelines. As of January 18, 1972, EPA
had reviewed and commented in writing on only one agency's
procedures for preparing the statements.

On December 21, 1971, the Administrator of EPA wrote

to the Chairman of the Council advising him of some of the
problems EPA was having with the agency statements and sug-
gesting revisions to the Council's guidelines. Two problems
of particular concern to the Administrator were the general
lack of quality of the statements and the need for an over-
view statement when there were a number of separate projects
having cumulative environmental effects.

The Administrator stated that the majority of the state-
ments were still superficial and that EPA's experience in-
dicated that this was due, in large part, to lack of de-
tailed guidance to agency field staff on how to approach
environmental analysis on the type of project under consider-
ation. He suggested that the Council's guidelines require
Federal agencies to put together conceptual frameworks for
analysis of the envirommental effects of their major types
of projects, (See p. 30.)

We asked EPA to provide us with any instructions that
had been issued to other agencies setting forth the type of
- information needed to carry out EPA's review responsibili-
ties. EPA advised us that the only instruction issued to
Federal agencies was a memorandum to AEC outlining the areas
EPA would concentrate on in its review of nuclear power
plants.

Conclusions

EPA's delay in meeting its responsibilities under sec-
tion 309 prevented the public and the Council from obtaining
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timely EPA views., If EPA made a vigorous effort to meet its
responsibilities for reviewing and commenting on both en-
vironmental impact statements and procedures for preparing
those statements, the Council would be in a better position
to direct its efforts toward the overall procedural and
policy matters confronting the agencies in their efforts to
implement the act.

As a further aid to improving the quality of the state-
ments, EPA should provide instructions to the agencies ad-

vising them of the type of information required to adequately

assess environmental impacts, similar to the information
that was furnished to AEC on nuclear power plants.

In commenting on our draft report, EPA stated that as
a new Agency, it might have been less than timely in imple-
menting portions of section 309 but that its action in the
past months indicated positive direction toward a full, com-
plete implementation of this section. EPA stated that, in
addition to publishing notices of the availability of its
comments on environmental impact statements in the Federal
Register, it would publish them in the Council's "102 Mon-
itor.",

Concerning its responsibility to review and comment on
agency procedures, EPA stated that the Council would be is-
suing revised guidelines for implementing the act. EPA will
then review the revised agency procedures, comment in writ-
ing, and publish its comments.
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OMB SHOULD REQUIRE ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT
STATEMENTS FOR LEGISLATIVE CLEARANCE

Section 102 of the act requires Federal agencies to in-
clude environmental impact statements in every recommendation
or report on proposals for legislation significantly affect-
ing the environment. Our review showed that only a limited
number of the statements had been prepared on proposed legis-
lation and that OMB was not requiring the Federal agencies
to furnish the statements as a prerequisite for legislative
clearance, except for water resources projects. We believe
that OMB's legislative clearance process is a satisfactory
mechanism for ensuring Federal agency compliance with this
requirement of the act.

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries' report
in June 1971 noted that over 4,000 environment-oriented
bills had been introduced in the 91st Congress but that the
agencies had prepared a total of only seven environmental
impact statements on proposed legislation as of December 31,
1970, Although the Committee report recognized that many
of the bills introduced were identical, or companion, bills,
it stated that about 800 statements on proposed legislation
should be prepared in each session of the Congress, Ap-
parently the record had not substantially improved after the
Committee report, because Council officials advised us that
only 25 to 30 final statements on proposed legislation were
filed as of January 12, 1972, This total did not include
statements that were prepared on legislative proposals autho-
rizing water resource projects,

The Council's guidelines to agencies for preparing the
statements state that OMB will supplement:

""s&% these general guidelines with specific in-
structions relating to the way in which the sec-
tion 102(2)(c) procedure fits into its legisla-
tive clearance process."

The Council's guidelines state also that:
"&%% In cases where the scheduling of congres-

sional hearings on recommendations or reports on
proposals for legislation which the Federal agency
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has forwarded to the Congress does not allow
adequate time for the completion of a final
text of an envirommental statement (together
with comments), a draft environmental state-
ment may be furnished to the Congress and made
available to the public pending transmittal of
the comments as received and the final text."

Under OMB's clearance process, agencies are required
to submit proposed legislation to OMB for coordination and
advice before the legislation is presented to the Congress.
The purposes of the clearance process are to (1) assist the
President in developing and making known his position on
-proposed legislation for the guidance of the agencies and
the information of the Congress and (2) ensure that appro-
priate consideration has been given to the views of agencies
affected by the proposed legislation.

Prior to submitting the proposed legislation for clear-
ance, OMB instructions state that the sponsoring agency is:

' %% encouraged to consult with other agencies
concerned in order that all relevant interests
and points of view may be considered and accommo-
dated, where appropriate, in the formulation of
the agency's position."

OMB instructions state also that agencies are to in-
clude environmental impact considerations in their analyses
of proposed and pending legislation, where appropriate.

On September 14, 1971, OMB issued Bulletin 72-6 on pro-
posed Federal actions affecting the enviromment, which super-
seded Bulletin 71-3, Bulletin 72-6 outlines areas of pro-
posed Federal actions which may require application of sec-
tion 102 procedures relating to environmental impact state-
ments. These areas include proposed legislation, reports
on bills, and water resources project reports.

Bulletin 72-6 is unlike Bulletin 71-3 because it does
not require agencies to submit environmental impact state-
ments with legislative proposals. Instead Bulletin 72-6
states that, when the statement is required, the responsible
agency shall make every effort to have information copies of
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such a statement available to accompany the proposal through
OMB's legislative clearance process.

Water resources project reports are the only actions
listed in Bulletin 72-6 for which agencies are required to
submit final statements prior to OMB review.

Officials of OMB's Legislative Reference Division, com-
menting informally, advised us that OMB does not require the
statements to be submitted with legislative proposals as
part of the clearance process but does reserve the right to
ask for them if it believes them to be necessary. These of-
ficials stated that the statements are used for information
purposes and for helping to resolve any questions that may
arise concerning proposed legislation.

Officials of this Division stated also that legislative
proposals and reports on pending legislation which they be-
lieve would significantly affect the environment were re-
ferred to the Council and to other envirommental agencies,
to identify and obtain recommendations on the types of sub-
stantive issues concerning the legislative clearance process,
In addition, OMB will consult with the Council when the re-
sponsible agency has submitted, or has indicated need for,
an environmental impact statement.

On the basis of our discussions with officials of the
Legislative Reference Division, we identified the following
reasons for their changing OMB's requirement for agencies
to furnish environmental impact statements with legislative
proposals,

--Bulletin No. 71-3 established interim procedures to
be followed by the agencies and was based on little
or no actual experience., For example, the Council
had just issued its interim guidelines and the agen-
cies were developing procedures to meet the require-
ments established by the Council. OMB was not fully
aware of all the problems the agencies would have in

meeting such a restrictive requirement, and, therefore,

the bulletin was issued with the understanding that
it would be subject to revision on the basis of the
experiences gained.
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-~-In its legislative clearance process, OMB is con-
cerned with substantive issues associated with the
proposed legislation. It was felt that the environ-
mental impact statement, although certainly useful,
would probably contain more detailed information than

OMB needed.

2tz
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-~-Timeliness is very important in clearing legislation.
The process under section 102 of the act requires
that agencies develop and circulate for comment en-
vironmental impact statements, which can be very
time-consuming and can delay or disrupt congressional
schedules and requirements, When disruptions can
occur, OMB believes that the agencies can prepare the
statements while legislative proposals are being

cleared,

These officials stated that OMB changed the require-
ment to ensure flexibility in its legislative clearance
process, not to minimize agency requirements under sec-
tion 102 of the act.

OMB should maintain flexibility in its legislative
clearance process; however, this flexibility should not be
encouraged or maintained at the expense of the Federal
agencies' meeting their responsibilities under section 102

of the act.

S
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The objective of section 102 is to build into agencies'
decisionmaking processes an appropriate and careful consid-
eration of the environmental aspects of proposed actions,
The envirommental impact statement provides visible evidence [
of the factors known by the agency and of the way the fac-
tors were considered. Therefore both the sponsoring agency
and the commenting agencies benefit from the information {
presented in the statement., Although OMB feels that the ;
statement probably would contain more detailed information
than they need, its value to the sponsoring agency should
not be disregarded.
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OMB has instructed agencies proposing legislation to
include environmental considerations in their analyses and
to consult with other agencies, so that all points of view
may be considered and accommodated. We believe that the
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environmental impact statement is a satisfactory instrument
not only for expressing envirommental considerations but for
considering and accommodating the views of other Federal
agencies,

Conclusions

The act requires Federal agencies to prepare environ-
mental impact statements on proposals for legislation. Un-
der current OMB procedures the agencies have little incen-
tive to prepare such statements in order to receive OMB's
legislative clearance.

OMB generally should not give final clearance to any
legislative proposal before it has received an environmental
impact statement with, at least, the comments of all appro-
priate Federal agencies, This approach will ensure that the
sponsoring agencies consider all environmental issues, in-
cluding the views of appropriate Federal agencies, in formu-
lating the legislation and that this information will be
available to the Congress and to the public to support the
proposed legislation.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL,EPA,AND OMB

We recommend that:

-~The Council provide Federal agencies with more guid-
ance and assistance in developing procedures for
preparing environmental impact statements so that an
appropriate and careful consideration of environmental
aspects of proposed actions will be built into agen-
cies' decisionmaking processes.

--EPA (1) make a vigorous effort to meet its responsi-
bilities for reviewing and commenting on environmental
impact statements and the procedures for preparing
those statements and (2) instruct Federal agencies
about the information required to adequately assess
environmental impacts,

~~-OMB, prior to giving clearance on legislative propos-
als, require Federal agencies to furnish environmental
impact statements containing, at least, the comments
of all appropriate Federal agencies,
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CHAPTER 4

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

In a draft of this report, we presented our findings
and conclusions to the agencies for their review and comment.
All the agencies, except OMB, furnished us with written views
and comments (see app. II through IX) which were dealt with,
where appropriate, in the body of this report. :

The agencies generally agreed that improvements were
needed in implementing the act and that the findings and
conclusions presented in this report should be helpful in
refining agency procedures, :

.Three agencies--the Corps, the SCS, and the Forest Ser-
vice--disagreed with our view that completed environmental
impact statements should be available at all levels of agen-
cies' reviews of proposals.

The Corps described our difficulty with its procedures
as a problem of semantics and contended that coordinated
environmental impact statements did accompany proposals
through the Corps review processes. The difficulty, however,
is not in semantics, because the completed statements should
contain comments from all appropriate agencies and the public
and must be made available to the Council. The Corps' coor-
dinated statements are not made available to the Council or
the public (except at the local level), and may not contain
the comments of all appropriate Federal agencies. Input
based on those additional comments could lead decision-
makers, at any level, to select courses of action for pro-
tecting the enviromment which might differ from those se-
lected on the basis of coordinated statements.
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The Corps agreed that changes were needed in some of
its procedures and advised us of two actions it was taking o
to make environmental impact statements more complete at
earlier levels of review. -(See pp. 62 and 63.)
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SCS also indicated that a completed environmental im-
pact statement was not necessary at each level of review.
They acknowledged that environmental consequences should be
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continuously sought and fully considered at all levels. We
believe that this can best be accomplished by completing the
statement and making it available at all levels.

The Forest Service commented that, if a proposed action
required an environmental impact statement, the entire pro-
cess required by section 102 of the act must be completed
prior to finall approval. The Service did not explain why
the process could not be completed earlier. Its comment
and, to a lesser degree, the comments of the Corps and the
SCS suggested that we clarify our view that the statements
should be completed and available at all levels of agency
review.

We based our view on the requirement of section 102 of
the act that the statements ''shall accompany proposals
through existing agency review processes' and on the follow-
ing behavioral assumptions. First, we assume that, if this
requirement is met before initial review and approval of a
proposal, an agency is more apt to consider environmental
information objectively. After initial approval a decision-
maker's objectivity is lessened because he has formed a bias
in reaching an initial position, has defended that position
under review by superiors and others, and has advanced the
proposal beyond the logical point of considering new data.
Second, we assume that, if this requirement is met at the
earliest levels of review, an agency is more apt to consider
envirommental information fully. At the earliest agency
review level, decisionmakers often develop proposals, have
more technical and specific knowledge of the merits of the
pProposals, and therefore possess special capabilities to
consider envirommental information which may not exist with
other decisionmakers at later levels.

Concerning our view that agencies should provide envi-
ronmental impact statements at an earlier stage of project
decisionmaking, FHWA commented that the earlier stage, when

1 . . . -

The word "final" did not appear in the letter we received
from the Forest Service. After discussion with a Forest
Service official, we added the word to clarify their posi-
tion.
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highway need was being determined, was related essentially

to a State's long-range budgeting and planning. FHWA claimed
that it would not be possible to estimate envirommental im-
pacts associated with highway construction meaningfully at
the project-need stage.

We do not believe that the statement provided at a
project-need stage has to discuss impacts associated with
project construction. (A statement prepared at a later
stage could do that.) Instead the statement should discuss
the broad impacts associated with the need for the project.
For example, the statement on a highway project should dis-
cuss the impacts of meeting the specific transportation need
for which the highway proposal is being considered, includ-
ing the impacts of alternative modes of transportation.
These impacts would mainly be those which influenced popula-
tion growth, high-density urbanization, industrial expansion,
and other matters mentioned in section 101(a) of the act and
discussed as secondary impacts on page 28 of this report.

If an agency, such as FHWA, is not involved when States make
these project-need decisions, perhaps it should at least ask
“the States to prepare such statements, on the justification
that both levels of Govermment should reach highway-need
decisions after carefully considering all factors, including
environmental impacts involved.
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NINETY-SECOND CONGR' RALPH E, CASEY
CHIEF COUNSEL
EDWARD A. GARMATZ, MD., CHAIRMAN NED P. EVERETT
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ALTON LENNON, N.C. HASTINGS KEITH, MASS, . .
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PAUL G. ROGERS, FLA, WILLIAM G. BRAY, IND, ﬁerdjant Marine anb flﬁbtﬂts
FRANK A. STUDBLEFIELD, KY. PAUL N. MC CLOSKEY, JR., CALIF,
JOHN M. MURPHY, N.Y. JACK H. MCDONALD, MICH. Qm 334 3! m‘gmu %ou
T JOSEPH E. KARTH, MINN, M. G. (GENE) SNYDER, KY. t 4 tth s¢ Sttice Buling
WALTER B. JONES, N.C. ROBERT H, STEELE, CONN. »
ROBERT L. LEGGETY, CALIF. EDWIN 8. FORSYTHE, N.J. waﬂb[nm, E.@. 20515
SPEEDY O. LONG, LA. PIERRE S. DUFONT (¥, DEL,
MARIO BIAGG!, N.Y, ——
CHARLES H. GRIFFIN, M1SS,
GLENN M, ANDERSON, CALIP, May 18 » 1 971

ELIGIO DE LA GARIA, TEX.,
PETER N. KYROS, MAINE
ROBERT 0. TIERNAN, R.I.
JAMES V. 3TAKTON, oHio

ROBERT J. MC ELROY, CHIEF CLERK

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 G Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr, Staats:

Section 102{2) {C} of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 {P.L. 91-190) requires all agencies of
the Federal Government to include in every recommendation
or report on proposals for legislation and other major
Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment, a detailed statement on:

1. the environmental impact of the proposed
action,

2. any adverse environmental effects which can-
not be avoided should the proposal be imple-
mented,

3. alternatives to the proposed action,

4. the relationship between local short-term uses
of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long—term productivity, and

5. any irreversible and irretrievable commitments
of resources which would be involved in the
proposed action.

We would like your office to undertake an evaluation
of the implementation of the Section 102 requirement for
submission of environmental impact statements as adminisg-
tered by about four or five departments or agencies. The

59

P T G- d



[P S T S

s

] R Rl P I o A -

APPENDIX 1 7£ST DOCUMENT AVAILAPLE

rev.ew should compare procedures and practizes of the
several agoncies to ascertaln whether Scotaicn lu2 as
Lesoeg rmlemented uniformly and systematically, in
accordance with. applicable legislation.

Consideration should also be given to such matters
as (1) the agencies' views on actions not requiring impact
statements, §2} the coordination between State and Federal’
agencies in reviewing and commenting on impact statements,
{3) the use made of impact statements as a decision making
tocl, {4} tho adecuacy of selected impact statements, (5)
the role of the Council on Envirommental Quality and the
Office of Management and Budget, and {6) the adecuacy of
the agencies' procedures as a means of developing effec-
tive public participation in making agency decisions with
environmental implications,

As daiscussed by my Subcommittee's staff members
with your representatives, the Cecngressional Research
Service has agreed to provide the occasional services of
staff personnel from a variety of disciplines to assist
the GAQ in its evaluation of selected environmental
-impact -statements. Also a principal researcher and an
assistant of the Environmental Policy Division of CRS will
be available to assist GAO by such means as participating
in interviews with agency officials and providing informa-
tion for the development of the report. I understand that
the details of this collaboration will be determined at
-subsequent meetings.

.. Please do not hesitate to call on my staff if we
can be of further assistance.

John D. Dingell, Chairman
Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation

6



APPENDIX II

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 '

HEALTH AND

-ENWRONMENT REST DOGUMENT A\/A”,ARE C

#

4 APR 1972

Mr. R, W. Gutmann

Acting Director

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D, C, 20548

Dear Mr. Gutmann:

Reference your letter of February 23, 1972 which requested
review and evaluation by the Department of Defense on

your Draft Report to Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation, dated February 23, 1972, "Federal Efforts to
Implement Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969",

The review and evaluation has been completed with comments
provided by the Department of the Army, These comments
were developed into comments of the Department of Defense
and informally given to GAO representative, Mr, Mike
Zimmerman, at a meeting held Monday, 13 March 1972, At
this time GAO was informed that DoD formal comments were
under preparation and would be transmitted inthe near future,

- The DoD comments on the draft report are attached for your
continued action,

Richard S. Wilbur, M.D,

Attachment
als
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COMMENTS ON GAO DRAFT REPORT DATED FEBRUARY 23, 1972
"FEDERAL EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 102 OF THE NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENT AL POLICY ACT OF 1969" (OSD CASE #3417)

In general, the report recognizes problems that the Corps of Engineers
and the other selected agencies have experienced with NEPA, and the
findings and conclusions should be helpful in refining agency procedures.
We believe, however, that the specific comments outlined below should be
considered in preparation of the final GAO report:

1. On page 16, last paragraph, the provisions of Section 309 of PL 91-604
are quoted incorrectly. Suggest that on the fourth line from the bottom,
the words ""major Federal action'" be replaced with '"'newly authorized
Federal projects for construction and any major Federal agency action
other than a project for construction'. The significance of this is that
construction projects authorized prior to passage of the Act are not
subject to the provisions of Section 309. '

2. Page 27, line 12, Suggest deleting the words "and the Corps' because
final statements are available to the Chief of Engineers before proposing
actions in all cases where a newly initiated action (such as proposing
authorization of a project) is proposed.

3. Page 26, last p'araéxjaph, continued on page 27; page 28, first
paragraph; page 30, first paragraph. The general matter covered by
these paragraphs received considerable discussion with the GAO
representatives. The difficulty is primarily concerned with semantics.

A coordinated environmental impact stateme nt does accompany proposals
through the survey process of the Corps of Engineers and is available

at each level of decision making. The name of this coordinated statement,
available to the public at each echelon, is not really pertinent where

full and adequate coordination as well as sufficient public participation

and disclosure have taken place. The Corps of Engineers believes that
consideration of the environment must begin at the earliest stages in
project formulation and that studies involving the environment must be
integrated closely with our entire study process; i.e., neither lead nor
lag all of the factors involved in the total study such as project economics
from a national viewpoint, enhancing regional economic development, and
social effects. With respect to the review made by the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors, the Corps is developing procedures wherein

the Board will be informed of comments made by State and Washington-levt
Federal agencies on the draft EIS, as filed and made public and given an
opportunity to revise the Board recommendations to the Chief of Engineers

62

o
e e - = e st

|
|

e S e e N b T T B T R

ST SRS e



APPENDIX II

© DOCUMENT Avan BRI e

The final statement ie%: Mot be filed until the final nature of the recommended
project is determined. The proposed final statement accompanies the
proposed project throughout the final review process; i.e., when the

Chief of Engineers transmits the proposed project to the Secretary of the
Army, when the Secretary transmits the proposed project to OMB,

‘when OMB returns the project to OSA with its comments, and finally when

- the Secretary transmits the proposed project to Congress when the fmal

EIS is filed with CEQ.

4. Page 3l. Suggest deletion of portion of last paragraph as inaccur ate,
The last sentence might alternatively be worded " . . . During later stages,
when an alternative plan is selected tentatively by the District Engineer
for recommendation, a Preliminary Draft Statement (PDS) is prepared
and circulated for comment prior to forwarding the survey report to
higher Corps echelons.'" The Corps of Engineers is conferring with
CEQ as to the desirability of filing the PDS with CEQ at this point in the
procedure.

5. Page 38, first full paragraph. The Corps used, until June 1971,
"known unresolved conflicts' for projects already under construction
or in an operating status, as a criterion comparable to ""controversial. "
The current policy of the Corps is to cover projects in a continuing
construction or operation and maintenance status by environmental impact
statements over a three year period. Those projects having the greatest
impact on the environment will be considered highest in priority.

6. Page 40, second paragraph. The Corps first received information
from the field over a year ago, in connection with the FY 72 budget,
consisting of a schedule for submission of environmental statements
completion of the backlog by FY 74, in lieu of FY 75 as shown, was
anticipated. The estimated backlog of 2400 as stated includes 400
preauthorization studies in progress and 700 projects not funded. The
.Corps has the backlog information on hand.

7. Page 57, 8th line. The Institute for Water Resources would probably

‘be a better example to use here than the Coastal Engineering Research Center

8. Page 67. For the reasons covered by subparagraph 4 above,
suggest revising this inaccurate flow chart to delete reference to
"reconnaissance'' or ''detailed" stages, which the Corps does not have.
This has probably been confused with the Bureau of Reclamation. Also,
the wording in the third block under Decision Making Process should be
changed from '""reconnaissance stage study report completed' to ''preliminary
evaluation completed",
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> “ ¥ § THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
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MAR 10 1972
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Mr. Baltas E. Birkle

Assistant Director

U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Birkle:

Thank you for your letter of February 23 providing us with the
opportunity to review the draft General Accounting Office report

- on "Federal Efforts to Implement Section 102 of the National

Environmental Policy Act of 1969." We have reviewed the draft in
detgsil and appreciate the difficuliy in evaluating the Federal
response to PL 91-190, recognizing the vast array of agency pro-
grans and attendent procedures under which they operate.

The manner in which this Department operates is quite different
from, for example the Corps of Engineers, and should be recognized.
The Department is not a construction agency, and unlike the Corps
ol Engineers or the Soil Conservation Service, most HUD programs
provide assistance through State and local governments. Therefore,
rublic participation and hearings as required are held by these
local bodies. It is estimated that 15,000 - 20,000 HUD-assisted
project actions are taken annually, excluding individual home
norigages. The use of "thresholds" by the Department is intended
L0 screen out the more important HUD actions for special environ-
mental attention; however, the system provides for environmental
clearances for all HUD actions except for mortgages on individual

homes, before program decisions are made. Our field offices have been

instructed to apply the thresholds to all programs listed in draft
Circular 1390.1, issued July 16, 1971. This applies to Region VI
as well, and the one environmental statement cited (p. 39) was on a

non-hous ing project. I am enclosing a flow chart which best describes

[ oyt . .
iz errironmental clooranatn cysten.
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From the outset, we have focused our environmental reviews on policy
documents and program procedures, and have added environmental
requirements and criteria as part of normal program operations. A
good example is the Handbook for Comprehensive Planning Assistance
which now requires an envirommental assessment when the assisted
planning work program results in such planning policies as those

for land use development and arrangements, major community facilities,
and utility and transportation systems. The environmental assess-
ment is to accompany the planning document through all deliberations
leading to approval, including availability before public hearings

on the plan. We have also integrated environmental clearances into
other policy documents; for example, the new HUD noise policy re-
quires environmental clearances before site approvals in areas ex-
posed to certain levels of noise.

Our current efforts give emphasis to improving agency procedures

by tightening thresholds and clarifying the various roles of the
Central, Regional, Area and Insuring Offices. We are also emphasizing
the need to prepare environmental assessments and clearances at as
broad a scale as possible to account for cumulative impacts of
individual actions.

We would generally agree with the recommendations and suggestions
contained in the draft report and welcome this opportunity to
provide you with a brief discussion of further HUD actions to
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and
Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines. If we can provide
you with further information, please let ge/ﬁhow.

e .

Enclosure
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MAR 23 1972

Mr. Max Hirschhorn

Assoclate Director

Civil Divigion

U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr._Hirschhorn:'

The Department of the Interior reviewed with interest your drafst

report to the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation,
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, U,S. House of Representatives,
entitled "Federal Efforts to Implement Section 102 of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969."

We are enclosing the revised Department of the Interior Manual, Part
516 DM 2 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 which reflects the
procedures applicable to our constituent bureaus and offices. This
Pepartment is vitally concerned with environmental quality and has
purposefully pursued application of the law as well as the guidelines
of the Council on Environmental Quality. We have reviewed the subject
draft and have the following comments regardlng the material relevant
to the Bureau of Reclamation.

Since this draft was prepared, the Bureau of Reclamation had published
in the Federal Register on January 25, 1972, its directives regarding
preparation of its environmental statements. Changes made since the
draft (October 7, 1971) now require an environmental statement on
significant favorable reconnaissance reports; therefore, the environ-
mental statement will enter the decision-making process at the
earliest stage of planning. There will also be a proposed draft
environmental statement to accompany the Regional Director's proposed
feasibility report when it is transmitted for field-level review, and
this will bring the environmental statement into the decision-making
process at the next stage of planning (See Chapter 5.13 (1) and (2)).
Pages 27 and 30 of the draft report reflect their thoughts at the time
the draft was prepared and notthe current policy.

Page LO of the draft report in the first full paragraph, which is
headed Bureau of Reclamation, mentions that it will be 1974 before

the Bureau expects to be preparing statements for projects authorized
tefore the Act. What was intended was that it would probably be 1974
before completed environmental statements on past projects that needed
“nem were completed,
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Appendix V, page 2 (page 66 of draft), is a diagram of the decision-
making process and reflects information contained in the October 7, 1971,
draft of instructions; therefore, the process would have to be changed
to reflect the finalized directives. A copy of the Bureau of
Reclamation Instructions 376.5 is also enclosed which contains the

appendix material not included in the January 25, 1972, Federal
Register publication.

B A LU T
1 SR LA ,

]
}

[See GAO note.] b ke

Sincerely yours,

NGO,

n
gtor of Survey and ew

Di

Enclosures

/

GAO note: Deleted comment relates to matters which are not
included in the report.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

FOR ADMINISTRATION March 22, 1972

Mr. Richard W. Kelley
Assistant Director

U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Kelley:

This is in response to your letter of February 24, 1972, requesting
the Department's views and comments on the GAO draft report to Sub-
committee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, entitled "Federal Efforts to

Implement Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969."

The GAO concluded that the requirements of Section 102 of the Act -
are not being implemented in a uniform and systematic manner and
major improvements are needed in agency procedures for preparing
and processing environmental impact statements. It is agreed that
there should be some consistency in the implementation of the Act.
We also believe that further guidance from the Council on Environ~
mental Quality on developing procedures would be effective in
obtaining this consistency.

The report appropriately considers the variations between Federal
agencies procedures to implement the Act but, we believe, it does

not adequately address the Executive Branch efforts to better co-
ordinate all Federal Assistance programs - including the environ-
mental aspects - under the Federal Assistance Review (FAR) program.
This is particularly important because there is a variance much
greater between the State and local government than those differences
existing between the Federal agencies' procedures. We believe the
report would appear deficient if it does not indicate an awareness

of these FAR efforts.
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We offer the following comments on the GAO findings which relate
specifically to the two Administrations of the Department included
in the GAO review.

The report (page 25) indicates that in 1970 the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) issued its procedures for preparing environ-
mental statements. The report is evidently referring to Order
5050.2, Interim Instructions for Processing Airport Development
Actions Affecting the Environment, issued by FAA's Airports Service
which deals with airport development actions. While the Airports
Service has a large portion of the FAA actions, their order does
not encompass other areas of agency responsibility in preparing
environmental statements. The agency's Office of Environmental
Quality is currently in the process of obtaining final clearances
on Draft Order 1050., outlining specific agency procedures for
considering the environmental impact of, and preparing detailed
environmental statements on, major agency actions significantly
affecting the environment. In this connection, the report erron-
eously states (page 36) that FAA does not plan to prepare state-
ments on actions broader than projects in its Airport Development
Aid Program.

On page 28 the report states that the Federal Aviation Administra-
tor approves final environmental statements for airport projects.
This is not true. At the present time the statements are approved
by the Assistant Secretary for Environment and Urban Systems.
Further, the report states {page 49) that FAA requires the airport
environmental statements to be made available to the public at
least 14 days prior to hearings. This requirement has now been
changed to 30 days.

The report places no emphasis on the need for environmental considera-

tion in planning and decision making activities of a sponsor.
Instead, major emphasis was placed upon the purely mechanical aspects
of environmental statement coordination and Federal decision making.
It is the consideration that the sponsor gives to environmental,

as well as economic, engineering, and other technical factors in his

planning decision making activity that importantly responds to national

environmental policy.
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As pertains to completing environmental statements in time to be
utilized at an early stage of decision making, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) processes this statement. at the highway
location approval stage. This is the first decision point in the
highway planning process where specific decisions are made about

a highway section which would have an effect upon the environment,
An earlier point identified in the flow chart which "Determines
the need for highway project and establishes priority . . ." is.
related essentially to a State's long~range budgeting and planning.
At this stage it would not be possible to estimate environmental
impacts in any meaningful way. The assessment of environmental
impacts would consist of a decision of anticipated effects referred
to in the GAO report on pages 43 and 44. There is not enough
information at this stage to discuss the environmental impact
associated with the construction of the proposed highway.

FHWA believes it is accomplishing the suggestion made by GAO under
Conclusions, page 33. Preparation and circulation of environmental
statements for comment are delegated to the State highway departments
and the FHWA division office in each State. The FHWA division office
also has delegated authority of location approval and most other
approval actions in the Federal~aid highway program, The FHWA guide-
lines for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act include
a flow chart to indicate how the environmental statement processing
fits into the FHWA decision making process. The guidelines also
provide for supplemental or new environmental statements when changed

conditions at a latter stage of project processing warrant such
action. . . :

FHWA agrees that the Council on Environmental Quality should define
major Federal actions which significantly affect the environment,
This could be based at this time on an experience factor of actions
reviewed by the Council,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report.

Sincerely,

Yk . ol § o FL W A
e . 7 4

William S. Heffelfinger
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE
Washington, D, C. 20250

MAR 9 1972

r
Mr. Max Hirschhorn
Associate Director
U,S, General Accounting Office
Civil Division

l_Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr., Hirschhorn,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report on
Federal Efforts to Implement Section 102 of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969,

We have only a few comments which are as follows:

Page 25: Forest Service procedures implementing
NEPA dated July 13, 1971 were issued
as an Emergency Directive, rather than
as a regular directive for two reasons:
(1) to reduce time in providing field
with these procedures, and (2) because
the requirement and process are new and
dynamic, revisions were expected,
However, the Directive has the full
force of a regular directive, Thus, we
consider the status of the procedures as
final rather than draft,

Page 29: Forest Service Policy is that the
responsible official does not make a
decision on a proposed action until the
potential environmental impacts are
assessed in detail, If the action
requires an environmental statement, the
entire process required by the National
Environmental Policy Act must be completed
prior to approval. However, a few
environmental statements involve Forest
Service actions that predated the Act.

In these cases, we re-evaluated the past
decisions and subjected the action to the
NEPA process,

€200-11 (1/69)
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Page 38: An environmental analysis and its documenting
report is made for all resource uses and ac-
tivities and plans concerning or involving
National Forest System lands. The analysis
report addresses the subjects required in an

RI T environmental statement. In fact, the environ-

- mental analysis may become the draft environ-

> mental statement, if the analysis- indicates an

i environmental statement is required. The analysis
is the basis for a decision regarding the proposed
action and the need for an environmental statement.

; enT AVARTA
JEST DOCUMENT AVIEE

P

Page 41: In furtherance of the Wilderness Act, the Forest

| Service must review 11 primitive areas by 1974.

An environmental statement will be prepared for
each of these proposals. Presently, there are

: 15 wilderness proposals before Congress. Only one
3 of these backlog proposals lacks an environmental
‘ statement. This is being prepared.

Page 56: Since interdisciplinary teams may be comprised
of personnel from National Forest System,
Research, or State & Private Forestry, we suggest
the following change. The teams are composed
of personnel from various units ....

The. Forest Service appreciates the auditor's efforts and careful con-
sideration of our implementation of NEPA,

 Amm———_ st ¢ e me

Sincerely,
i
”, -’ ﬁ
! - ’l) 1 | -
N N AT ! ‘)‘)-,\-"

THOMAS C. NELSON
Deputy Chief

SRR

R X TR
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
Washington, D. C. 20250

MAR 6 1972

Mr, Max Hirschhorn

Associate Director

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C, 20543

Dear Mr. Hirschhorn:

We have reviewed your proposed report to the Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation, House Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries entitled "Federal efforts to implement Section 102 of the
National Envirommental Policy Act of 1969," which you enclosed with
your letter of February 23, 1972.

The report is comprehensive and factual. We are pleased with the
objective analysis of the several federal agencies' 1mplementation of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,

We offer the following minor suggestions for your consideration in
Preparation of the final report:

1. Since this report covers only the Public Law 83-566 watershed
program of the Soil Conservation Service, it should be so-indicated
in either the "Digest" or in am introductory paragraph,

2. The section beginning on page 26, "Organizational levels of review
vwhere environmental statements are available,” states that "most
agencies do not complete the environmental statements in time to ac-
company proposals through all existing levels of review." It might

be advisable to reflect the need for preliminary studies and eyalu-
ations to assess the environmental impact of alternative projects at
an early stage of formulation. Such assessments would inform lower
organizational levels, indicate the need for formal statements, and
contribute to a full analysis, if needed. The Soil Conservation Service
does, in fact, begin to assess the envircnmental impact of proposed
projects at the time a local agency submits an application for planning
assistance. 1In the process of planning, evaluation, and assessment of
& project, the environmental consequences should be continuously sought
and fully considered at all levels of decision-making, but we do not
believe & "final" statement is necessary at each level.

3. The last sentence under "Soil Conservation Service" at the top of
page 42 should be corrected to read:
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Mr. Max E. Hirschhorn
"SCS officials advised us that, as of August 31, 1971, 453 projects
that had channel improvement remaining to be installed in the United
States had been initially classified into three categories according
to environmental impact. Those with adverse effects are being
examined in greater detail to determine ways to eliminate or reduce
adverse effects to an acceptable level,"”

4, The section, "MEANS USED IN ACHIEVING AN INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH"
beginning on page 55, omits SCS., We believe SCS uses the interdisciplin-
ary approach extensively and effectively. We hope you can expand this
seciion to include SCS. As you know, we have a planning staff in each
state office that is comprised of at least an engineer, economist, hydrol-
ogist, and geologist. In addition, a technical support staff in the
State Conservationist's office includes biclogists, foresters, soil con-
servationists, and soil scientists. On an ad-hoc basis, other specialists
are retained by contract. In addition, state and federal agencies with
special expertise are consulted throughout the planning process.

5. Please note that on page 73, Kenneth E. Grant is referred to as
"Chief of Soil Conservation Service.” This should be corrected to show
“"Administrator, Soil Conservation Service.”

We trust these suggestions will be helpful in preparation of your final
report. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

A
/;(6 il T A~ a

Kenneth E. Grant
Administrator

LN
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
722 JACKSON PLACE, N. W,

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006
MAR 6 1977
Dear Mr. Staats:

Re: Draft GAO Report: '""Federal Efforts to Implement
Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969V

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above draft
report and hope that our suggestions will be useful in preparing
the final text.

We have the following comments: _ .:

l. We understand that this report is to be followed by a further
report concerning individual agency implementation of NEPA.
In our judgment, it would be most useful if the two reports
could be combined. For meaningful Congressional over-
sight hearings, the identification of good agency NEPA pro-
cedures that should be recommended to other agencies, and
a realistic assessment of the problems encountered in imple-
menting NEPA, the material on the individual agency programs
you have studied would seem to be an essential part of this

- report.

2. In terms of the objectives listed under "Why the Review was
Made, " the organization of the report would seem to be im-
proved if the text findings and conclusions were rearranged
so that the discussion of agency performance appears first
in both the report and in the summary. Such a rearrangement
would also provide an opportunity for a fairer evaluation of
the source of most of the problems involved in implementing
NEPA. For example, the statement on agency compliance
made in the first paragraph on p. 31 merits inclusion in the
summary and recommendations.
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3. We recommend that the sentence on p. 33 about additional
CEQ guidance to the agencies about integrating the environ-
mental statement into their decisionmaking process not
suggest that the agencies are relieved from present
responsibilities in this respect under the very considerable
guidance they already have, We have recently issued two
memoranda to the agencies (copies attached) on this point
and propose, Working with the agencies, to find ways to
improve their NEPA procedures further. But there should
be no suggestion that the agencies do not now have an obliga-~
tion and the capacity to take the lead in sharpening the NEPA
procedures for their own operations,

4, We are uncertain as to the degree to which agencies can
have uniform procedures to implement NEPA (as is suggested
in the House Committee letter requesting your report and at
p. 15 of the draft report). OMB, from the point of view of its
management advisory responsibilities, is giving particular
attention to the possibilities in this respect and may have
some recommendations to make.

5. We think the suggestion (p.15) that the CEQ emphasizes review
of individual impact statements to the neglect of agency NEPA
procedures is misleading. As the attached memorandum from
CEQ to GAQO states, the first and primary purpose of CEQ in
looking at individual statements is to check the effectiveness
of agency procedures to insure compliance with NEPA and
the Council's Guidelines. We believe that any review of
agency procedures without knowledge as to how they affect
specific projects and proposals and their environmental
problems would be unrealistic and ineffective,

6. We think the practice of joint CEQ-OMB-EPA comment on
agency NEPA procedures is desirable and that often this
guidance is best transmitted in meetings rather than by
memoranda (see report, p, 16), We will work with EPA
to accommodate these considerations to its responsibilities
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
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7. We would appreciate a precise identification, by agency
and provision, of those portions of agency NEPA pro-
cedures believed not to conform with the intent of the
Council's Guidelines (see draft report, p. 25).

8. We have not found any significant disagreement between
the Council and OMB as to the respective responsibilities
of each with respect to NEPA. For this reason it is not
clear what problems are to be resolved by the formal
agreement suggested in the report (p. 20).

9. We question the accuracy of the cost estimates appearing
at p. 5 of the report and would be interested in what tests
GAO has made to corroborate them, Certainly they should
be checked before they are included in the final report.

10, We would appreciate seeing agency comments on the accuracy
of the characterization of their NEPA procedures appearing
in the report and the utility of the agency flow charts recom-
mended, . o e

We value the assistance given in your report to the Council's
efforts to implement NEPA and look forward to a continuing mutual
effort to assure that the important reforms called for in this Act
are in fact achieved. In this respect you may be interested in my
testimony last week to the joint Senate Interior-Public Works over=
sight hearings on NEPA.

Sincerely, : -

~ .
e s

. M

1 .\ .

{ 1 . . "

! 3" .[ , A .,§ R

) { ;
Rassell E, Train
Chairman
Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

44]1 G Street, N. W.
Washington, D, C, 20548

Enclosures
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APPENDIX IX

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
15 MAR 1972 OFFICE OF THE
ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. Edward A. Densmore, Jr.
Assistant Director, Civil Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Room 1689, Parklawn Building -
5600 Fishers Lane L ‘
Rockville, Maryland 20852

Dear Mr. Densmore:

We have reviewed the General Accounting Office's draft
report, "Federal Efforts to Implement Section 102 of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969." This is in
response to your letter of February 23, 1972, which requested
our comments. R

I have attached an enclosure which addresses each of
the points about EPA in your draft report. As a new Agency,
we may have been less than timely in implementing portions
of section 309 of Public Law 91-604; however, I believe
that EPA action in the past months indicates positive direc-
tion towards a full, complete implementation of the section.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on
the draft report.

Sincer/} yours,

Thémas E. Carroll
Assistant Administrator
for Planning and Management

Enclosure
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EPA RESPONSE TO DRAFT REPORT ENTITLED
"FEDERAL EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT THE
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969%"

EPA would like to comment on your findings relative to
our role in implementing section 309 of the Clean Air Act as
well as the resulting conclusions.

Specific EPA comments relative to your findings and
conclusions are as follows:

GAQ Finding .

Our review showed that EPA has not been making public
its comments at the time it completes its review. EPA officials
advised us that they have been actively reviewing and commenting
on agency environmental statements but have been slow in making
their comments public (see page 17).

EPA Comment

Since December 1970, when section 309 of the Clean Air
Amendments was enacted, we have reviewed and commented on
approximately 1400 environmental impact statements and other
Federal actions. EPA, because of its broad environmental
responsibilities, comments on actions from all Federal agencies.
At the conclusion of each review, when we send EPA's official
comments back to the Federal agency which initiated the action,
EPA's comments have always been available to the public upon
request. Additionally, our comments, along with the other
Federal, State, and local agencies' comments, are always
included in the final environmental impact statement.

GAQO Finding

EPA's first listing of comments on environmental state-
ments was published in the Federal Register on January 18, 1972,
approximately one year after enactment of Public Law 91-604.
As a result, the public has not been provided with EPA's
comments in a timely manner (see page 17).
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EPA Comment

EPA concurs that we have been slow to publish a list of
our comments in the Federal Register. As mentioned in the
report, the system for publication of notices in the Federal
Register of the availability of EPA's comments has now alle-
viated this problem. In addition, notices published in the
Federal Register will be published in CEQ's "102 Monitor" to

give wider distribution to the notices. EPA will also provide

a news advisory press release to indicate that such notices
can be found in the Federal Register and "102 Monitor".

GAO Finding

With respect to the section 309 requirement for EPA to
review and comment on agency regulations, we found that as
of December 11, 1971, 42 agencies had published procedures
for preparing environmental statements in accordance with
the Council's April 23, 1971, guidelines. EPA officials
advised us, however, that as of January 18, 1972, they had
reviewed and commented on only one agency's procedures for
preparing environmental statements (see pages 17 and 18).

An EPA official advised us that their comments were
furnished to the Council on an informal basis and documenta-
tion concerning their comments on specific agencies' proce-
dures had not been prepared (see page 9).

EPA Comment

Between December 6 and 20, 1971, EPA representatives,
jointly with CEQ and OMB, conducted meetings to review the
proposed NEPA guidelines of approximately 40 agencies. As
you suggest in the finding, this joint review did not meet
the section 309 requirement for written comments and public

disclosure of these comments. Thereafter, in our December 21,

1971, memorandum to CEQ, we recommended an approach which we
believed would lead to better agency procedures.
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CEQ will be issuing revised guidelines on the imple-
mentation of NEPA. We anticipate that the revised guidelines
will require revision of the Federal agencies NEPA procedures.
At that time, we will review the revised NEPA procedures and
comment in writing and publish these comments.

- GAO Conclusions

A EPA's delay in meeting its responsibilities under section 309
- has prevented the public and the Council from obtaining EPA's

views in a timely manner. If EPA would make a vigorous effort
with regard to reviewing and commenting on both environmental
statements and procedures for preparing those statements, we
believe that the Council would be in a better position to direct
its efforts toward the overall procedural and policy matters
confronting the agencies in their efforts to implement the Act.

As a further aid to improving the quality of environmental
statements, we believe that EPA should provide instructions to
the agencies advising them of the type of information required
to adequately assess environmental impacts similar to what they
have furnished AEC on nuclear power plants,

EPA Comments

As stated in our previous comments on the findings, we
recognized our slowness in implementing portions of section 309

but presented the actions which have been taken to rectify that
situation.

We do believe that CEQ has a definite role in reviewing
NEPA guidelines of Federal agencies as does EPA. It is in
the area of providing technical assistance to the individual
agencies in our role as reviewers of environmental impact
statements that we have been remiss. To date, we have been
providing low-level, low-visibility support to the Federal
agencies, attacking environmental impact statements on an
individual basis, but not providing instructions on what the
agencies should expect from our technical reviews. 1In our
December 21 memorandum to CEQ, we recommended that conceptual
-frameworks be developed for specific types of projects. EPA
will participate in the development of such frameworks.
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AGENCY, PROGRAM SELECTED FOR AUDIT,
AND TLOCATIONS VISITED

Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior:
Construction and Rehabilitation Program:
Office of the Commissioner of Reclamation,
Washington, D.C.
Reglon VII Office, Denver, Colorado

Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army:
Civil Works Program:
Office of the Chief of Engineers, Washington, D.C.
North Pacific Division Office, Portland, Oregon
Portland District Office, Portland, Oregon

Department of Housing and Urban Development:
‘ Regional Loan and Grant Programs:
Office of the Secretary, Washington, D.C.
Region VIII Office, Denver, Colorado
Region VI Office, Fort Worth, Texas
Area Office, Dallas, Texas

Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transportation:
Airport Development Aid Program:
. Alirport Services Office, Washington, D.C.
Southern Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia
Airports District Office, Atlanta, Georgia

Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation:
Federal-Aid Highway Program:
Division Office, Columbus, Ohio
Division Office, Atlanta, Georgia
Region III Office, Baltimore, Maryland
Office of Environmental Policy, Washington, D.C.
Department of Transportation, Office of Program
Coordination; Washington, D.C.
Ohio State Highway Department, Columbus, Ohio:
State Division Offices, Chillicothe, Lebanon,
and Delaware, Ohio
Georgia State Highway Department, Atlanta, Georgia
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Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture:
Watershed projects (Pub. L. 83-566):
Office, Deputy Administrator for Watershed,
Washington, D.C.
State Offices: Athens, Georgia; Auburn, Alabama;
and Columbia, South Carolina

U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture
Forest Management
Office of the Chief Forester, Washington, D.C.
Headquarters, Region IV, Ogden, Utah
Office of Forest Supervisor, Caribou National
Forest, Pocatello, Idaho
District Rangers Office, Montpelier, Idaho
Office of Forest Supervisor, Toiyaba National
Forest, Reno, Nevada
District Rangers Office, Las Vegas, Nevada
Office of Forest Supervisor, Wasatch National
Forest, Salt Lake City, Utah
Headquarters, Region II, Denver, Colorado

83




APPENDIX XI

FLOW CHARTS SHOWING EFFORTS OF SELECTED AGENCIES
TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102 OF
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969

INTO THEIR DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior

Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army

Department of Housing and Urban Development

Federal Aviation Administration, Department of Transporta—
tion

Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation

Forest Service, Department of Agriculture

Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture

Legend
Decisionmaking point
Process

= = == = Interrelationships

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
EIS. Environmental Impact Statement
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APPENDIX XI

EFFORTS OF THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1949
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

PRECONSTRUCTION PLANNING PHASE

DECISION RAKING
PROCESS

MAJOR DECISIONS
GO/NO GO

REGION
RECONNAISSANCE
INVESTIGATION

Y

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (FIS) PROCESS

STARYED

REGION
NOTICE OF INVESTIGATION SENT
TO INTERESTED PARTIES

]

REGION
STUDY MADE WiTH INPUT FROM FEDERAL,
STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Y

e L SR -

REGION
ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS OF
PROPOSED PROJECT REVIEWED

REGION
RECONNAISSANCE STUDY REPORT
COMPLETED

e e e T "

REGION Y
ENVIRORMENTAL SEGMENT OF
RECONNAISSANCE REPORT MADE

SPONSORS
REVIEWS, HOLDS MEETINGS, ENDORSES,
REQUESTS FEASIBILITY STUDY

REGIO
‘ ?ﬁomlsssonsx
DECISION THAT
FEASIBILITY STUD'

IS JUSTIFIED ™

CONGRE
umomzes AND
FUNDS FEASIBIUT>

Y

UDY

REGION
FEASIBILITY STUDIED USING INPUT FROM
FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES

1

o oo . e e s o e s St i e e e e e S

Y

REGION
ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS
STUDIED IN DETAIL

REGIOR
PROPOSED FEASIBILITY, REPORT MADE

¥

-\

y

REGION &/
CHAPTER ON ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT PREPARED

REGION
OBTAINS COMMENTS FROM FIELD LEVELS
CF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES, AND
STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES,
COMMISSIONER, AND ENG, & RES. CENTER

L

REGION

~~  RECOMMENDS
PROJECT T

A

COMMISSIONER
OBTAINS COMMENTS ON FEASIBILITY REPORT
FROM INTERIOR BUREAUS AND OFFICES

OMMISSIONE

~

REGION
DRAFT EIS PREP ARED

Py COMMISSIONE

]

REVISES REPORT
—n. AND RECOMMENDS

Y

COMMISSIONER
SENDS SECRETARY'S FEASIBILITY REPORT
TO FEDERAL AGENCIES, GOVERNORS,
AND STATE JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES

TO SECRETAR “q
EE SECRETARY J

NDS DRAFT EiS TO CEQ
4

FOR COMMENTS

COMMISSIONER & REGION
SENDS DRAFT E15 TO PARTIES

COMMISSIONER
RECEIVES COMMENTS

REVISES FEASIBILITY REPORT

ASKED TO COMMENT

tPREPARES FINAL E!S

REGION

COMMISSIONER
APPROVES FINAL ElS

Y
L ALL LEVELS J
DISTRIBUTE FINAL EIS

T

BUREAU INSTRUCTIONS ISSUED IN JANUARY 1972 REQUIRE
THAT EI5s WiLL ACCOMPANY SIGNIFICANT FAVORABLE
RECONNAISSANCE REPORTS, AS DETERMINED BY THE
REGIONAL DIRECTOR AND OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER.
WE WERE TOLD BY ASSISTANT TO COMMISSIONER-ECOLOGY
REPRESENTATIVE THAT THIS WILL BE A FINAL EIS.

aITME NEW REGULATIONS REQUIRE A PROPOSED DRAFT
EIS TO ACCOMPANY THE PROPOSED REGIONAL
DIRECTOR'S FEASIBILITY STUDY WHEN IT 1§ TRANS-
MITTED FOR FIELD LEVEL REVIEW BY OTHER AGENCIES.
A DRAFT EIS THEN 15 TO ACCOMPANY THE FEASIBILITY
STUDY REPORT TO THE COMMISSIONER,
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EFFORTS
0

SEST DOCHMENT AVAH po1 =

OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102

F THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969

INTO DECISION MAKING FOR THE WATER RESOURCE DEVELDPMENT PROGRAM

DECISION KAKING
PROCESS

PRE-AUTHORIZED PLANNING PHASE

MAJOR DEC[SIONS
GO NO GO

A ettt

PROJECT
INVESTIGATION
STARTED

ENVIRONMENTAL IWPACT
STATEMENT (EIS) PROCESS

Y

J\N L

[FIRST PUBLIC MEETING
X

[

CONTACT FEDERAL, STATE
AND LOCAL AGENCIES

—
\\\
} gl
— v o e ot Wine . Nt S o e P

INVENTORY OF ENVIRONMENTAL
RESQURCES MADE BY DISTRICT

¥
lPRELlMINARY EVALUATION COMPLETED i

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DOCUMENT PREPARED BY DISTRICT

T

m‘ J

—
AND DIVISION e
DECISION THAT >

S CORPS PROJECT

TSJYSTIRLE

{ECOND PUBLIC MEETING

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

DOCUMENT PRESENTED AT SECOND
PUBLIC MEETING 8Y DISTRICT

DISTRICY BEGING PREPARING
PRELIMINARY DRAFT STATEMENT (PDS)

[SURVEY REFORT COMPLETED

| [Pos compLETED BY DISTRICT

1

l

m P i

AND DIVISION'S
QECOMMENDANON
ON BEST

r

AL W\JE

[rriro PusLic mEETING

4__]'*---...-_--._._..______ .blPDS RELEASED 8Y DISTRICT
—

A

TO AGENCIES AND PUBLIC
FOR REVIEW AT FIELD LEVEL

SURVEY REPORT RELEASED
BY DIVISION TO OFFICE CHIEF
OF ENGINEERS {OCE)

Y
PDS FINALIZED AND REVIEWED
BY DIVISION

|

Y
[D!VIS|0N RELEASES PDS YO OCE ‘
xARH\ o~ ——]

REVIEWS REPORTS
AND MAKES

RECOMMENDATIONS

OCE
EVIEWS REPORTS

AND MAKES
RECOMMENDATIONS
F LHENORT
{OCE COMPLETFS DRAFT &I ]
Y

DCE RELEASES SURVEY
REPORT FOR REVIEW

¥

OCE RELEASES DRAFT EiS

RECEIVED INTD SURVEY REPORT

[DCE (NCORPORATES COMMENTS

FOR REVIEW BY FEDERAL ACENCIES
AT WASHINGTON LEVEL, STATES,

INTERESTED GROUPS AND THE PU LI

OCE IRANSMITS THE SURVEY
REPORT 1O D3SA

A i
OCE RELEASES DRAFT €15 AND

COMMENTS TQ COUNCH. ON

OSA REVIEWS AND TRANSMITS
SURVEY REPORY YO OMB

ENVIRONMERTAL QuALiTY (CEQY

HiniN.

foce compLETES EIS

1

05A INCORPORATES OMB COMMENTS |

OSA TRANSMITS SURVEY
REPORT TO LEDQ

v
EIS RELEASED TO DSA FOR REVIEW
AND TRANSMITTAL TO OMB

g g ‘\‘\
‘A,

LEGEND ™

N
[osaTRANSKITS EISTO CEQ FOR REVIEW}

o OFFICE o

BERM ~ BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS & HARBORS,
OCE - OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
OSA - OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF ARMY
PDS - PRELIMINARY DRAFT STATEMENT

F SECRETARY OF
ARMY RECOMMENDS
PROJECT TO
ONGRESS,
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APPENDIX XI

EFFORTS OF THE DEPARTHENT OF HOUSING AKD URBAN DEVELOPMENT
TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102 OF
THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR REGION VIiI'S AJOR PROGRAMS

APPLICATION, TECHNICAL SOUNDNESS AND APPROVAL PHASE
PROCEDURES DECISIONS EIS PROCESS

SPONSOR INQUIRES ABOUT
OPPORTUNITY FOR HIS PRO-
JECT TO BE APPROVED AT
APPROPRIATE PROGRAM LEVEL

INFORMAL ENCOURAGEMENT
OR DISCOURAGEMENT GIVEN
TO APPLICANT OF PROJECT,
AND INFORMATION GIVEN TO
APPLICANT ON WHAT [§
AYAILABLE AND REQUIRED
OF APPLICANT

APPLICANT SUBMITS PRO-

JECT APPLICATION ~ IN- DETERMINATION MADE
CLUDES A COMPLETED AS TO WHETHER
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT THRESHOLD FOR

AND INFORMATION REVIEW PROJECT IS MET
FORM

DECORIE

APPLICATION ISVIN
APPLICATION OF PROJECT RDER AND PROJECTS

IS PROCESSED MbETS PROGRAM/

A@TlﬁNS

IF PROJECT EXCEEDS
THRESHOLD, EIIR DATA
AND COMMENTS SENT TO
RECO FOR DETERMINATION
AND PREPARATION OF A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
OR AN EIS. EIS IS
PROCESSED THROUGH
DRAFT AND FINAL

PROJECT IS LOGGED AND
REVIEWED 8Y APPROPRIATE
REGION VIl SECTIONS

REVIEW TECHNICAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL RECOM.
MENDATIONS (IF EIS IS
PREPARED)

DECISION

QR DISAPPROV

-LEGEND
-EIIR -~ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND INFORMATION REVIEW
RECO ~ REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE OFFICER
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EFFORTS OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADWINISTRATION TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR THE AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT AID PROGRAM (ADAP)

PRE-FINAL PROCESSING AND APPROVAL PHASE

DECISIONS

DECISION MAKING PROCESS

FAA
DECISION TO
INCLUDE AIRPORT
DEVELOPMENT ACTION
IN NASP

SPONSOR
DECISION TO

ElS PROCESS

Y

j UNDERTAKE
ROJECT,
| SPONSOR PREPARES INITIAL PROJECT PROPOSAL

SPONSOR PREPARES PRELIMINARY EIS !

]

SPONSOR OBTAINS A-95 CLEARINGHOUSE
APPROVAL FOR SUBMISSION OF REQUEST

e ]

SPONSOR SUBMITS PRELIMINARY EIS TO STATE
AND REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSES FOR COORDINATION
WITH STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

'

SPONSOR PROVIDES OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC CLEARINGHOUSES OBTAIN STATE AND LOCAL
HEARING FOR SEL ECTED AIRPORT PROJECTS AGENCY COMMENTS
SPONSOR HOL DS HEARING FOR SELECTED e et e o sem ] SPONSOR PREPARES DRAFT EIS INCORPORATING
AIRPORT PROJECTS |F REQUESTED AND DISCUSSING STATE AND LOCAL AGENCY
¥ e o= == ™| _COMMENTS AND PUBLIC COMMENTS IF RECEIVED
-
[sPONSOR PREPARES REQUEST FOR AID o=~
3
SPONSOR SUBMITS REQUEST FOR AID TO FAA SPONSOR SUBMITS DRAFT EIS TO FAA DISTRICT
DISTRICT QF FICE OFFICE
Y Y
[ D.0. EVALUATES AID REQUEST | [ 0.0 evaLuates prarT EI5 |
D.0. RECOMMENDS
FOR OR AGAINST
ROJECT PROGRAMMING
D.0. SENDS AID REQUEST TO REGIONAL OFFICE —_— - D.0. SENDS DRAFT EIS TO REGIONAL OFFICE
FOR REVIEW AND PROCESSING ——— FOR REVIEW AND PROCESSING

[ R.O. EVALUATES REQUEST FOR AID

o e e ]

R.O. EVALUATES DRAFT EIS l

L]

Y I

R.C. FURNISHES FEDERAL AGENCIES, FAA-WASHINGTON,
AND CEQ WITH DRAFT EIS FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT.

REQUEST FOR AID MAY BE ALTERED AS A RESULT

OF INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM INTERNAL
REVIEW OR FROM COORDINATION OF EIS

B

R.0. OBTAINS COMMENTS FROM ABOVE, INCORPORATES &
DISCUSSES COMMENTS IN EIS, & PREPARES FINAL TEXT EIS

L

R.O.

DISAPPROVES OR
RECOMMENDS PROJECT

w

Y

R.O. SENDS AID REQUEST TO FAA-WASHINGTON — R.D. SENDS FINAL EIS TO FAA WASHINGTON
FOR REVIEW AND PROCESSING FOR REVIEW AND PROCESSING

FAA-WASHINGTON EVALUATES REQUEST FOR AlD_l

ot
-
——

FAA-WASHINGTON EVALUATES FINAL EIS, FINAL EIS
AL SO MADE AVAILABLE TO TEU SEC. OF TRANS,

—
REQUEST MAY BE ALTERED DUE TO INTERNAL -
REVIEW OR REVIEY OF EIS

TEY

AND CEQ

OR S5EC. OF TRANS,
MAKES FINAL ENDORSEMENT
OF EISINDICATING FINAL
APPROYAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL
SPECTS OF PROJECT

Y

FINAL ENDORSED EIS S INCORPORATED

AIRPORTS

= SERVICE MAKES FINAL
PROJECT EVALUATION & RECOMMENDS

8ROJECT FOR APPROVAL

LEGEND PROJECT
RECEIVES FINAL APPROVAL
. - !
oo DISTRICT OFFICE BY ADMINISTRATOR OF FAA OR SEC, OF
RO. = REGIONAL OFFICE IRANS. IF CONTROVERSIA

TEU ~ OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND URBAN SYSTEMS
NASP - NATIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN
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EFFORTS OF THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR THE FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM

PROJECT LOCATION APPROVAL PHASE

.

. PROJECT
ACTION BY STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT | ACTIONS ACTION BY FHWA DIVISION OFFICE
| PETERMINES NEED FOR HIGHWAY PROJECT » l CONGRESS AUTHORIZES FUNDS.]
AND ESTABLISHES PRIORITY. %
COORDINATES PROPOSED PROJECT PLANS | oveenn{ FHWA APPORTIONS FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY
WITH STATEWIDE PLANNING AGENCY : FUNDS BY LEGISLATIVE FORMULA.
AND APPROPRIATE FEDERAL AGENCIES. .
PROPOSES ROUTE BE DESIGNATED PART =B I APPROVES ADDITION OR REVISION OF SYSTEM. }@
OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEM IF NOT
ALREADY A PART OF THAT SYSTEM.
PREPARES PROGRAM (A PLAN FOR FUTURE  jemidom APPROVES PROGRAM, AUTHORIZES ENGINEER-
CONSTRUCTION). o ) ey ING AND/OR RIGHT-OF-WAY WORK NECESSARY &5
FOR REQUESTING LOCATION APPROVAL.
CONDUCTS LOCATION STUDY ~ ASSESSES e :
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROJECT =g ElS PROCESS BEGINS
ACTIONS : : e wa

PREPARES DRAFT-DRAFT EIS. FORMALIZES ML -
DRAFT-DRAFT INTO FORMAL DRAFT EIS. REVIEWS DRAFT-DRAFT AND FORMAL DRAFT
= Ei15s. APPROVES FINAL DRAFT EIS PRIOR

TO CIRCULARIZATION TO OTHER AGENCIES,

CIRCULARIZES FORMAL DRAFT EISs TO FHWA, n—? rb»
STATE, LOCAL, AND OTHER FEDERAL

AGENCIES FOR COMMENT. s FORWARDS FORMAL DRAFT EISs TO OTHER
FHWA OFFICES, TEU, AND CEQ.

CONDUCTS PUBLIC HEARINGS, MAKES FINAL oo
DRAFT EiS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED, IF ANY,
AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC 30 DAYS PRIOR h’-i
TO AND AT HEARING.

PREPARES FINAL EIS INCORPORATING
AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS INTO E!S, L

1

REVIEWS FINAL EiSs. FORWARDS TO REGIONAL]
FHWA WITH RECOMMENDATION
FOR ACCEPTANCE OR FURTHER ACTION.

ADVISES STATE OF TEU's CONCURRENCE
OR APPROVAL OF FINAL ElSs.

.

( REQUESTS LOCATION APPROVAL FROM FHWA, l-—@.{ APPROVES PROJECT LOCATION. AUTHORIZES
T DESIGN ENGINEERING., MOTE: THIS IS
bafosumeet CONSIDERED THE FIRST MAJOR DECISION
POINT BY THE FHWA IN THE NORMAL
PROCESSING OF HIGHWAY ACTIONS.

LEGEND

TEU ~ OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND URBAN G| SUBSEQUENT PROJECT ACTIONS. g

SYSTEMS d
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EFFORTS OF THE FOREST SERVICE TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR ALL MAJOR PROGRAMS

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PHASE

DECISIONS TO PROCEED
¥WITH PROJECT PROPOSAL

DECISION BASED ON PROJECT
COMPATIBILITY TO LAND, OTHER
RESQURCES, USES, ACTIVITIES,
AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

DECISION BASED ON PROJECT IMPACT
ON ENVIRONMEN T INCLUDING ECONOMIC
AND SOCIAL IMPACTS AND INPUT
PROVIDED FROM OTHER AGENCIES

AND PUBLIC.

DECISION BASED ON CRITERIA
OF CONTROVERSY AND MAJOR IMPACT
ON THE ENVIRONMENT,

DECISION BASED ON SIGNIFICANCE
OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND VIEWS
OF OTHER AGENCIES AND PUBLIC.

DECISION BASED ON CONTROVERSY,
MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT,
AND COMMENTS OF OTHER AGENCIES
AND PUBLIC.

PROJECT
PROPOSAL

Y

ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS

PHASE 1

ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS

PHASE 2

ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS

GENERAL ANALYSIS OF PROJECT IMPACT
ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, USES,
AND ACTIVITIES,

PROJECT
STOPPED

DETAILED ANALYSIS BASED ON DETAILED
PLANS AND INFORMATION SUFFICIENT

TO DETERMINE IMPACT ON ENVIRONMENT,
OTHER RESOURCES, USES, AND ACTIVITIES
INCLUDING ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
CONSIDERATIONS. PRELIMINARY CON-
SULTATIONS WITH AGENCIES AND PUBLIC,

PROJECT
STORPED
DRAFT BASED ON ENVIRON-
PREPARE | MENTAL ANALYSIS,
DRAFT COMPLETED, FILED
Els WITH CEQ AND CIRCULATED.

PROJECT
STOPPED

UPDATING OF DRAFT,

CONSIDERATION GIVEN
PREPARE
FINAL TO COMMENTS FROM
Els AGENCIES AND THE PUBLIC.
: FILED WITH CEQ

AND CIRCULATED.

920
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STOPPED
PARCOTJIE? o] IMPLEMENT
> PROJECT
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EFFORTS OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE TO INCORPORATE SECTION 102
OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969
INTO DECISION MAKING FOR THE WATERSHED PROGRAM

PRE-AUTHORIZED PLANNING PHASE

MAJOR DECISIONS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
DECISION MAKING PROCESS GO'NO GO STATEMENT (EIS) PROCESS

APPLICATIO

FOR PLANNING
ASSISTANCE STARTED
BY SPONSQ

{

SPONSOR HOLDS GENERAL INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS
AT WHICH COMMENTS OF STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND ume omm woue St e tmee e -
INTERESTED AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS ARE OBTAINED

Y

[PLANNING APPLICATION COMPLETED l

\

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS DISCUSSED DURING
GENERAL INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS

ES!GNATED

STATE AGENCY <
APPROVES
APPLICATION

FOR PLANNING

TTATE SC3
OFFICE DETERMINES
¥ '/\ IF APPLICATION )

DESIGNATED STATE AGENCY ASSIGNS PRIORITY ISLEGALLY vALID
TO APPLICATION

SC5 CONDUCTS PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION IN WHICH
SPONSOR, STATE AND LOCAL INTERESTS PARTICIPATE

Y Y
PUBLIC HEARINGS IN WHICH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS SEESE ST ™ ™ "] ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS DISCUSSED
AND PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION ARE DISCUSSED BECISION MADE DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS

L ON BASIS OF RESULTS
OF PRELIMINARY

? NVESTIGATION

[PROJECT AUTHORIZED FOR PLANNING BY 5CS ADMINISTRATOR ]

L P DETAILED
< FIELD
STUDIES

Y ) T ;
DRAFT WORK PLAN PREPARED BY SPONSOR W'ASSISTANCE OF
5CS, FEDERAL, STATE, LOCAL AGENCIES SERIES OF PUBLIC b vt e o S —
INFORMATIONAL MEETINGS AND HEARINGS AS APPROPRIATE - PRELIMINARY EIS PREPARED BY STATE 5CS l
TO DISCUSS PROBLEMS, AL TERNATIVES, RESOLVE ISSUES {

{' PRELIMINARY DRAFT EIS REVIEWED BY STATE

REGIONAL EWP UNIT, SCS WASHINGTON INPUTS ON PRELIMINARY DRAFT EIS FROM STATE,
LOCAL AND FEDERAL AGENCIES

. y Y

lDRAFT WORK PLAN REVIEWED BY STATE CONSERVATIONIST, }_______ — e oy CONSERVATIONIST, REGIONAL EWP UNIT, SCS WASHINGTON.

| ReviseD work PLAN PREPARED ‘]————-—-—-——-{ REVISED PRELIMINARY E1S PREPARED ]
PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD TO DISCUSS WORK PLAN e e ot e o o] ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS DISCUSSED
AND REVISED PRELIMINARY EiS DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS
SCS STATE STAFF PREPARES WORK PLAN; TRANSMITS e e s o e o] SCS STATE STAFF PREPARES DRAFT EI5; TRANSMITS
TO ADMINISTRATOR, 5CS, FOR APPROVAL TO ADMINISTRATOR, SCS, FOR APPROVAL
% FORMAL REVIEW OF DRAFT EIS BY OMB, FEDERAL
FORMAL REVIEW OF WORK PLAN BY OMB, FEDERAL == o e e e e = = AGENCIES, DESIGNATED STATE AGENCY
AGENCIES, AND DESIGNATED STATE AGENCY S CLEARINCHOLSE, CEQ . AND ThE SUbotE
N | CEQ,
N ¥
STATE SCS PRE PARES FINAL EIS, APPROVED
BY ADMINISTRATOR, SCS§
= FINAL EIS TRANSMITTED TO CEQ THROUGH OFFICE
/ OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICUL TURE
FINAL WORK PLAN SUBMITTED TO CONGRESSIONAL - ot o e s = FINAL EIS SUBMITTED TO CCNGRESSIONAL CONMITTEES
COMMITTEES BY OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY THRU Oug BY OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY THRU OMB

ONGRE SSIONA
COMMITTEES

APPROVE THE
WORK PLAN

LEGEND
EWP - ENGINEERING AND WATERSHED PLANNING




APPENDIX XII

PRINCIPAL MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR

ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL ON ENVIRON-
MENTAL QUALITY:
Russell E, Train Feb.

1970

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE:
Earl L. Butz Dec.
Clifford M, Hardin Jan,

CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE:
Edward P, Cliff Mar.

ADMINISTRATOR, SOIL CONSERVA-

TION SERVICE:
Kenneth E. Grant Jan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
Melvin R, Laird Jan,

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY:
Robert F. Froehlke July
Stanley R. Resor July

92

1971
1969

1962

1969

1969

1971
1965

To

Present

Present
Nov, 1971

Present

Present

Present

Present
June 1971
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Tenure of qffice
From To

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (continued)

CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: ‘
Lt. Gen. Frederick J, Clarke = Aug. '1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HOUS- |

ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT: . ‘ :
George Romney Jan, 196§ . Present

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR:

Rogers C. B, Morton Jan, 1971  Presggnt
Fred J, Russell (acting) Nov. 1970 Jan. 1871
Walter J. Hickel Jan. 1969 Nov. 1979

COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION:
Ellis L. Armstrong Nov, 1969 Present

DEPARTMENT OF TRANISPORTAT ION

SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-

PORTATION:
John A. Volpe Jan, 1969 Present ]
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL AVIATION
ADMINISTRATION: i
John H, Schaffer Mar. 1969 Present

ADMINISTRATCR, FEDERAL HIGH- ;
WAY ADMINISTRATION:
Francis C., Turner Mar. 1969 Present

93




APFENDIX X1I BEST DOCUMENT Avan apy e

Tenure of office
From To

—————

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

ADMINISTRATOR, ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY:

William D, Ruckelshaus Dec. 1970 Present

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGE-
MENT AND BUDGET:

George P, Shultz July 1970 Present
Robert P, Mayo Jan, 1969 June 1970

LS GAQL Tash, Gr .
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